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Abstract 
This project investigates power relations’ constitution through interaction 
in an institutionalised news interview setting. Two objects, The Nixon 
Interviews and Frost/Nixon, have been analysed to explore this. The 
objects are an interview with former President Richard Nixon, conducted 
by the British journalist David Frost and the film, adapted from a stage 
play, based on said interviews. Comparing these two concludes how 
participants in both the original and fictionalised interviews constitute 
power relations. Theories relating to CA, interview practice and dramatic 
discourse are utilised in the analysis. Transcriptions of selected scenes 
have been produced and analysed. Combining the data objects with 
observations made through theoretical approaches, this project concludes 
that participants in interaction establish power relations, and that these are 
magnified in the fictional film. 
 
Summary 
Dette projekt undersøger, hvordan magtrelationer er skabt gennem 
interaktion i et nyhedsinterview set i en institutionaliseret sammenhæng. 
To objekter, The Nixon Interviews og Frost/Nixon, er blevet analyseret 
for at undersøge dette. Objekterne er en interviewrække med den tidligere 
præsident Richard Nixon, foretaget af den britiske journalist David Frost 
og filmen, adapteret fra et skuespil, baseret på de originale Nixon 
interviews. Projektet sammenligner disse objekter for at konkludere, 
hvordan deltagerne, både i det originale og det filmatiserede interview, 
skaber magtrelationer. Udvalgte teorier på samtaleanalyse, interviews og 
dramatisk diskurs anvendes i analysen af objekterne. Der er lavet 
transskriptioner af disse objekter, som er blevet analyseret. Ved at 
kombinere data med observationer og teori, konkluderes det, at aktørerne 
skaber magtrelationer og, at disse er tydeligt forstørrede i den fiktive film. 
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1  Introduction 
This project aims to investigate the dramatic effects implemented in the 
making of the movie Frost/Nixon. The investigation will clarify how 
historical evidence can be conveyed into fictional drama. The project 
consequently revolves around The Nixon Interviews, a series of 
interviews broadcasted on TV in 1977 and Frost/Nixon, a fictional movie 
of 2008. Thorough analyses of both works will enable comparative 
observations of scenes, which can be perceived as direct dramatisations 
of actual events. These analyses will focus primarily on the discourse and 
embodiment of the two protagonists and will be conducted through 
transcriptions of selected scenes from both The Nixon Interviews and 
Frost/Nixon. Theories related to conversation analysis and dramatic 
discourse will be included in this investigation. This will be done in order 
to analyse background, motives and perception of the discourse of both 
Frost and Nixon, and how this is conveyed into drama. The focus within 
the comparative analysis will be on interpreting how new messages 
derive from even slight changes in behaviour. The change of power 
relations will particularly be investigated in order to clarify how these are 
constituted in Frost/Nixon, whether they differ from the actual interviews 
and to what extent. The investigation will ultimately discuss the use of 
dramatic license and conclude on the effects of the power relations 
between the two protagonists as constituted in the movie. 
1.1 Problem Formulation 
This project is anchored in answering the following problem 
formulation:  
How are the constituted power relations portrayed in the 2008 film 
Frost/Nixon compared to The Nixon Interviews of 1977? 
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1.2 Research Questions 
The problem formulation will be approached through the research 
questions below: 
- How does the Frost/Nixon movie differ from The Nixon Interviews? 
- How are power relations constituted in the construction of an interview? 
- Which dramatic effects are used to portray the power relations in 
the Frost/Nixon movie?  
- Why does the degree of power relations differ between The Nixon 
Interviews and Frost/Nixon?  
1.3 Motivation 
Our motivation for writing this project derives from a shared interest of 
history and film. This project seemingly enables us to gain an insight into 
the creation of movies while equipping us with a critical view on 
historical portrayals, which particularly appeals to some of us. What 
furthermore motivates us is the opportunity to convert naturally occurring 
data into data of our own, rather than reinvestigating external 
observations. It thereby highly improves the likeliness of making new 
discoveries. This project therefore differs significantly from all of our 
experiences with project writing as the process includes the production of 
research data, which will be established through transcriptions. As having 
to do transcriptions requires new skills, investigating this case will most 
likely lead to meaningful developments for all group members in relation 
to humanistic research.  
1.4 Dimensions 
To research the problem formulation, theories and methods drawn from 
the dimensions of Text & Sign and Subjectivity & Learning have been 
utilised. The anchoring within the dimension Text & Sign can be found in 
the core material of this project and the approach to it. The project is 
analysing and comparing two objects, in the form of excerpts from of the 
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original interviews and the movie. By investigating the interviews the 
project applies theories related to interview practice and the textual 
structuring of an interview. In order to work with the chosen excerpts, 
transcriptions have been made, translating the audio-visual elements into 
written text. Transcribing is both a matter of creating text and interpreting 
which is anchored in Text & Sign. 
 
The project concerns itself with the portrayal of power relations in the 
case objects and the differences between these. The project takes into 
consideration the ways in which human beings make sense of the world 
by interacting in a certain setting. The project implements Conversation 
Analysis and Dramatic Discourse Analysis, which concerns itself with 
social interaction that pushes towards the study of the participants actions 
and reactions in the given settings. As a result, the project is also 
anchored within the dimension Subjectivity & Learning. By employing 
theories and methods from the abovementioned dimensions, the project 
also deals with subject matter belonging to the fields of the graduate 
subjects English and Communication. 
2 The Case 
In 1977 the British journalist David Frost conducted a series of interviews 
with former United States President Richard Nixon. Nixon became the 
first and only American president ever to resign the office, when he in 
1974 was threatened by impeachment as a direct consequence of the 
infamous Watergate scandal. The Watergate scandal was the political 
scandal that occurred when members of Nixon’s staff broke into the 
headquarters of Nixon’s political opponents in 1972. It escalated when 
Nixon subsequently was accused of covering up his illegal activities 
through the destruction of evidence among other acts (Emery, 1995: 3-7). 
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Frost’s interviews, renowned as The Nixon Interviews, had a significant 
impact on the American people, who had longed for an apology from 
Nixon. The interviews drew the attention of a large part of the American 
people and left them evaluating and interpreting the statements given by 
Nixon  (Zelnick & Frost: 2007: 136). The interviews furthermore greatly 
impacted the professional careers of the two protagonists, Frost and 
Nixon, as they, respectively, gained worldwide recognition and what can 
be interpreted as partial forgiveness. In 2008, American film director Ron 
Howard directed the movie Frost/Nixon based on Peter Morgan’s 
screenplay. The movie was critically acclaimed, but raised debate over its 
portrayal of the interviews and prominent characters. As the film depicts 
actual events, much focus has been put on its historical accuracy. Certain 
events included or excluded from the movie and the corresponding 
characterisation is therefore of high interest in interpreting the motives of 
the movie and the use of dramatic instruments.  
2.1 The Nixon Interviews (1977) 
Nixon’s resignation from office left most of the American people with a 
sense of relief and betrayal; relieved by the fact that Nixon had resigned, 
but betrayed by his misuse of power and apparent lack of remorse. When 
Nixon’s successor President Gerald Ford one month later pardoned him, 
Nixon was cleared of having to formally explain and apologise for his 
actions. However, in 1975, after a breakthrough in negotiations, 
representatives of Nixon agreed with Frost on to conduct a series of 
interviews, with the purpose of airing them on TV. Frost paid Nixon a 
significant amount of money for these, in turn of being the interviewer 
and editor of the interviews (Zelnick & Frost, 2007: 9). The motives of 
both parties were clear as Frost approached the interview as a journalistic 
scoop, while Nixon was given a chance of restoring his public image. 
Almost two years after the contract had been signed the interviews began. 
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Frost interviewed Nixon throughout twelve sessions during four weeks. 
These were edited into four shows of each 90 minutes as agreed. Due to 
conditions demanded by the Nixon party, Watergate was only to be 
discussed in a quarter of the interview sessions (Zelnick & Frost, 2007: 
8). The interviews dealt with various subjects, all concerning Nixon’s 
time in office. Several of Nixon’s statements caused controversy as he 
responded to Frost’s probing questions with contentious responses, which 
he had avoided until then. The interviews turned out massive success 
drawing more than 45 million viewers to the screen on the opening 
program dealing with Watergate (Zelnick & Frost, 2007: 136). Frost was 
praised highly for The Nixon Interviews and continued a successful career 
as a media personality and journalist until his death in 2013. The team 
behind Nixon also saw the interviews as an advantage because “Nixon 
came off as human, intelligent, serious” (Zelnick & Frost, 2007: 138). 
Nixon thus regained some respect and returned to work with politics 
while publishing several books until his death in 1994. The American 
people, however, generally remained suspicious towards Nixon as 
different interpretations of his statements varied from apology to 
continuously covering up.  
2.2 Frost/Nixon (2008) 
The 2008 movie Frost/Nixon is based on Peter Morgan’s screenplay, 
which he adapted from his own stage play of the same name. The 
screenplay is therefore based on transcriptions of the original interviews, 
making the movie the final product of numerous editorial procedures. The 
movie depicts the two main characters, David Frost and Richard Nixon, 
along with their representatives, negotiating the conditions of the 
interviews with a special emphasis on the financial significance from 
both sides. It then goes on to portray the interviews both on and off 
screen along with the aftermath. 
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What is remarkable about the movie is how it portrays the interviews as a 
battle between the two. Screenwriter Peter Morgan has made this 
depiction purposefully and, once granted the rights and full editorial 
control in the staging of the play, revealed to Frost that “It will be a sort 
of intellectual Rocky” (Zelnick & Frost, 2007: 3). 
 
Frost was impressed by the screenplay, but remained sceptic about certain 
fictional features in it. He questioned the structure of the interviews in the 
movie where Watergate is the agenda of the final sessions, as opposed to 
the actual structure in which it appears during the eighth and ninth 
sessions. He also questioned the development of the interviews, in which 
it seems as if the character of Frost is losing the debate, until the 
atmosphere changes dramatically, to the advantage of Frost (Zelnick & 
Frost, 2007: 4). The fact that Nixon would receive 20 % of the possible 
profit is also left out of the movie. The inclusion of these scenes, along 
with the exclusion of certain facts, contributes to the settings of a 
battlefield, rather than a political interview, in which both participants 
might be advantaged. The story as written by Peter Morgan leaves room 
for only one winner. This is also the outcome of the late night phone call 
by Nixon, where he drunkenly constitutes the interview as a battle; an 
important scene not based on actual events.   
2.3 Portrayal of David Frost 
Although stated that The Nixon Interviews gave a significant break-
through in his career, Frost was already a popular character both in 
his professional and personal life. He was known as somewhat of a 
playboy, and rumour had it that his reputation, along with the fact that he 
was British rather than American, left Nixon and his team under-
estimating Frost (Mclean, 2006: 22). In Frost/Nixon actor Michael Sheen 
portrays Frost, whose characteristics of a playboy are evidential from the 
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first scene onwards. Sheen portrays Frost as charming and confident, 
always attentive of attractive women in his company. He lives a 
glamorous and carefree life in the company of prominent people. His 
only worries seem to appear off set of the interviews, when Nixon, full of 
confidence, denies his questions and structures the interviews his own 
way. The depiction of these worries accords with what the actual Frost 
later stated about the interviews as involving “the most dramatic episodes 
of your life” (Zelnick & Frost, 2007: 3). 
 
Frost/Nixon depicts Frost as the indisputable winner of the ‘fight’ 
between him and Nixon, as he conquers Nixon’s unwillingness to admit 
fault, while Frost was losing trust from his own staff. The most 
remarkable member of Frost’s team is James Reston Jr., who is portrayed 
by actor Sam Rockwell. The Reston character is particularly eager to 
devastate Nixon as much as possible and plays an important role in 
defeating him, as he discovers major evidence of Nixon having 
obstructed justice. In Frost/Nixon this discovery is made in the morning 
of one of the interview sessions. This does not coincide with the factual 
timeline, as these discoveries had actually been presented to Frost eight 
months prior to the interviews (Zelnick & Frost, 2007: 4). 
2.4 Portrayal of Richard Nixon 
Nixon is characterised as a fragile, degraded man. The portrayal of the 
Nixon character’s fragility in the movie Frost/Nixon is evident by the 
controversial phone call, invented by writer Peter Morgan. According to 
Frost, such a phone call never took place (Zelnick & Frost, 2007: 4). In 
the extra material of the DVD release, Ron Howard, however, claims that 
Nixon on several occasions had made late night phone calls to associates 
(Frost/Nixon 2008). Actor Frank Langella portrays Nixon, who is 
characterised by his deep voice and contemplative concerns. 
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He is portrayed as a miserable character, who at the end of the movie, 
admits his lack of social competences to Frost. Until this point, Nixon has 
otherwise contextualised the battle between the two particularly through 
the aforementioned phone call. The fact that Nixon does not remember 
the phone call on the next day exemplifies his generally unstable 
character throughout the movie, a tendency that is also conveyed through 
the structure of the interviews. During the first sessions, Nixon thus 
proves his abilities as an excellent communicator, albeit Frost eventually 
manages to shake Nixon by forcing strong emotional outbreaks from him. 
The portrayal of Nixon’s apparent forced apologies are worthy of 
consideration, as Nixon most likely has been extensively prepared for the 
interviews, indicating that the majority of his statements have been well 
chosen. An interesting member of Nixon’s team is Chief of Staff Jack 
Brennan, portrayed by actor Kevin Bacon as a tense military character. 
These characterisations combined generally constitute an atmosphere 
around Nixon making him seem less likeable than Frost, which 
strengthens the depiction of Frost as the frontrunner of the movie. 
3  Theory 
This project will analyse sections of the Frost/Nixon movie and of the 
video recorded interview The Nixon Interviews, using transcriptions 
based on these. This will be done mainly through Conversation Analysis 
(CA), which uses an ethnomethodological (EM) approach. Thus the 
overall framework for analysis in this project is CA, which is inspired by 
the EM approach for investigating how social order is structured in 
interaction. CA posits that a predetermined framework or context is not 
the only thing that determines participant actions, but also that actions in 
a conversation contribute actively in shaping and maintaining the 
context. CA cannot be separated from EM as it operates through the EM 
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methods of looking at how members make sense of the world and 
organise the contexts of their daily lives. However, EM is not always 
concerned with CA. 
3.1 Ethnomethodology 
The term ‘ethnomethodology’ was developed by Harold Garfinkel around 
the 1960’s (Ritzer, 2011: 393). The purpose of EM is to explore the 
methods and practices by which members make sense of everyday life 
(Garfinkel, 1967: vii). EM and CA are methods for looking at social 
order produced by participants, which clarifies their usefulness in this 
project. EM does not see context as predetermined but rather as shaped 
by social interactions, as opposed to other social scientific approaches 
that investigate subjects with presuppositions. Ethnomethodologists study 
people’s accounts, the way a person explains and describes a certain 
situation, as well as how accounts are constructed, offered and accepted 
by other participants (Ritzer, 2011: 394). The case study of this project 
revolves around an interview, whose settings imply the case data to have 
occurred naturally without researcher participation, thereby making it 
relevant data for CA treatment.  
 
Focusing on the production of social action in an interview setting, CA 
will assist in analysing these actions as recognisable means, creating 
social order. For example, constructing talk analysed as something that 
can be identified as a certain type of social action. This is relevant in an 
interview setting where participants will recognise when they are posed a 
question, or asked to give an account of their experience. This project 
will utilise a composite of the established branch of CA that focuses on 
talk in-interaction, and a more recent CA movement that also includes 
embodiment as a means of analysing social action. 
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The following theory chapter will provide a section on the CA by John 
Heritage and David Greatbatch, which will be applied later in the 
analysis. In order to investigate the dramatised interview sections, the 
chapter will go on to account for dramatic discourse theory by Vimala 
Herman. Finally, the practice of conducting interviews by Steinar Kvale 
and Svend Brinkmann will be accounted for.  
3.2 Institutional Talk 
According to John Heritage and David Greatbatch CA is a theory 
concerned with the verbal interaction between participants and how 
conversations are structured as social interaction. CA investigates how 
actions in a conversation create and maintain a context. Context is thus 
defined as how interaction is dynamically organised into conversation 
and how participants in ordinary conversation structure and negotiate the 
conversation through turn-taking. (Heritage, 1997: 224,226, Heritage and 
Greatbatch, 1991: 94).  
 
Context and meaning in interaction is formed in sequence, understood as 
the order in which actions appear. Participants construct their talk based 
on prior talk or action, which in turn determines the ‘next action’, thus 
constantly renewing the context as mentioned earlier. The talk will 
therefore be understood and shaped in the context of what has been stated 
previously. Participants show that their turn has finished and a new action 
by another participant is required. This means that in CA, researchers 
look at actions or sequences of actions, contexts and inter-subjectivity all 
occurring simultaneously in the interaction between participants. 
(Heritage, 1997: 223,224). Greatbatch and Heritage write that CA has 
moved from being concerned with ordinary conversation between any 
number of people, to focusing on interaction in an institutional setting. 
Published studies on ‘institutional talk’ of formal nature as in courtrooms 
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or news interviews have shown that turn-taking can structure many 
aspects of conduct and interaction in these settings, or that institutional 
settings are talked into being (Heritage and Greatbatch, 1991: 94,95, 
Heritage, 1997: 222). The fingerprint, or what makes talk in an 
institutionalised setting unique, includes identity roles of the participants 
and how they address those involved, the procedures of the institutional 
setting, and what is allowed in participant contributions in order to stay 
within the framework of the context. Each institutional interaction has its 
own fingerprint consisting of the specific identity roles and setting rules 
for the situation. (Heritage, 1997: 224,225). 
 
Heritage and Greatbatch apply CA to investigate how turn-taking in non-
conversational settings e.g. interviews, which are the focus of this project, 
can organise talk in a way that we respond to it as being ‘news interview 
talk’. They argue that there are certain rules or procedures to the conduct 
of a news interview that are provided for the participants in advance 
(Heritage and Greatbatch, 1991: 97).  
 
The procedure of turn-taking organises interaction between participants 
as being distinct from ordinary conversation, and is connected to the 
production of the news interview as an institutionalised form of 
interaction. The conduct can be confined to the basic patterns of 
questions by the interviewer (IR) and answers to these by the interviewee 
(IE). Compliance to the procedures by the participants upholds the 
organising of talk as ‘interview talk’, which is then reinforced and 
reproduced continuously throughout the interview. By complying with 
the procedures, the participants also create and maintain ‘news interview 
identities’ (Heritage and Greatbatch, 1991: 95,97). The pattern of 
questions and answers by turns creates and controls boundaries for both 
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the IR and the IE. The IR should pose questions and not engage in other 
interactions. The IE on the other hand, should not be initiating actions 
and only speak when spoken to (Heritage and Greatbatch, 1991: 97).  
  
Though turn-taking is apparent in both ordinary and institutional 
conversation, there is a clear difference between the two. In ordinary 
conversation, the participants are by default seemingly equal and either 
have the ability to change the subject, alter the context etc. In an 
institutionalised setting there is greater asymmetry of equality between 
participants. Steinar Kvale writes that an interview is created by the 
pattern of questions and answers in turns. There is a clear power 
asymmetry between the interviewer and the interviewee (Kvale and 
Brinkmann, 2009: 33). To further exemplify the relation of power 
between the participants, the IE has no given authority to end or open an 
interview; the IE does not allocate the upcoming turns or control the 
agenda  (Heritage and Greatbatch, 1991: 98). Another example of power 
asymmetry in an interview could be for the IR to question statements by 
the IE, or challenge the position or account given by the IE. The IE can 
then decide to respond or evade the challenge. Even though having 
expanded the pattern further than a simple ‘question and answer’ base, 
the above notions are still packaged in turn-taking patterns (Heritage and 
Greatbatch, 1991: 98). 
  
Heritage and Greatbatch posit that turn-taking organises the interaction in 
an interview between participants that make it distinctive from ordinary 
conversation. By complying with turn-taking, participants create and 
maintain identities of IR and IE, and in restricting themselves to turn 
patterns; the participants collaboratively produce, and reinforce, the 
‘interview’ setting. Turn-taking can thus be said to constitute a hierarchy 
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of power relations between the IR and IE, and it makes an interview 
clearly distinct from a discussion or a conversation between any number 
of people (Heritage and Greatbatch, 1991: 97,98). 
3.3 Dramatic Discourse 
Within CA theories there have rarely been established connections to 
dramatic discourse. Vimala Herman has taken the first steps in linking 
conversational and dramatic speech, as they, accordingly, have 
similarities due to both being speech exchange systems. This connects 
them and similarly differentiates them from lyrical and poetic genres such 
as novels and poems. Conversation is an essential part of drama and 
dramatic discourse should therefore be analysed in this aspect (Herman, 
1998: 4). (Herman, 1998: 4). 
  
Several of Herman’s reflections on dramatic discourse, are anchored in 
CA theories in order to elucidate the relevant speech structures. Relevant 
to this project is the turn-taking theory. The turn-taking system is used to 
build a scheme of interactional speech specifically in the turn shifting 
development (Herman, 1998: 164). Within the question of turn-taking, it 
can also be relevant to determine the platform, also referred to as ‘the 
floor’, in which the environment is set. For different characters or 
participants, there are different structures. When positioning the theory of 
turn-taking in relation to dramatic discourse, Herman argues that 
dramatic discourse is at a so called ‘one-speaker-at-a-time’ level 
(Herman, 1995: 22), and the turn management can typically be 
established on a single-floor setting. The dialogue between the characters 
needs to be understood by the receiver or audience. Therefore speech has 
to be clear in both turn-taking and in the spoken characteristics (Herman, 
1995: 24). Another interesting aspect of CA, Herman notes, is the use of 
‘gaps’ and pauses in dialogue. Not responding to another conversation 
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participant immediately, possibly affects this person in a negative 
manner. Herman gives the example of ‘intra-turns’, where the speaker 
e.g. hesitates and adds filling words to the speech. This can cause 
confusion for the other participant, who might misinterpret the speaker. 
Other examples which, according to Herman, is quite common in 
dramatic speech, are the ‘long turns’ in which the speaker uses pauses to 
reflect on e.g. events from the past. This sometimes exposes the speaker 
as either creating suspense or revealing insecurity. Additionally it can be 
a means of showing responses such as rejection or courtesy.  These ‘gaps’ 
can in many different ways be acts in themselves, and can thus change 
the course of conversation (Herman, 1995: 95-97).  
 
When analysing a speech exchange text, it is important to find meaning 
of what is said, how it is said, and with which use of turn management. In 
dramatic discourse, the difference is to notice how the actual words are 
managed and how the dramatic text or script is set. Thus it is also 
important to look at the context in which the certain text is set, since a 
dramatic build up, formed by a dramatist, can make a difference in 
interpreting the dialogue and speech, seeing that different environments 
are then already constituted and it becomes a situated speech.  
  
When reflecting on turn-taking processes, Herman states that dramatists 
in some ways are the turn takers in control who manage the system. They 
decide who should be dominant in which scene and how (Herman, 1995: 
95-97). Still, when a text is taken into the context of performance, the 
outcome of this performance becomes in itself a dramatic function. Thus, 
the dramatic speech can be manipulated with acting, where actions such 
as pauses in speech have an effect on the original text or script. This 
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additionally affects the turn-taking process, as control is applied not only 
through words but also through performance.    
  
Herman considers the aspects of cognitive values when reading or 
experiencing a dramatic text. She argues that when certain actions or 
happenings are set in a fictional context, the suppositions of the action in 
a scene, is in accordance with the fictional.  
  
“We do not infer that the actor is actually bleeding profusely when an 
excess of tomato ketchup or whatever is daubed on the clothing or bodies 
of actors who are ostensibly murdered. We keep the fate of fictional 
characters and real actors separate in our heads, since framed differently 
and in complex mode—as theatrical representation of a dramatic fiction” 
(Herman, 1998: 198). 
  
In presenting her dramatic discourse connected to CA, Herman met the 
critique that drama cannot successfully represent or give an exact 
portrayal of actual conversation. It was therefore argued, that this 
connection between the two genres is irrelevant. Herman argues that both 
are interactive processes and can be defined as speech exchange. The 
differences in daily conversation are as varied as recognised in drama. 
The actual daily conversations contain intimate, personal expressions, 
which, according to Herman, can be reflected in the turn-taking 
domination and thus in the power relations of the conversation (Herman, 
1998: 5).  
3.4 Interview as Talk–in-Interaction 
This section is largely based on the book InterViews: Learning the Craft 
of Qualitative Research Interviewing by Steinar Kvale and Svend Brink-
mann. The elements of this section will not be used to confirm 
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observations made in the interview objects in relation to qualitative 
interviewing, but rather to draw parallels between interviewing practice 
in general and the TV interview focus of this project. These parallels will 
primarily serve to illuminate the relationship between the IR and IE, 
applicable to all types of interviewing. Prior sections have explored how 
CA is utilised by ethnomethodologists to investigate how talk is 
structured as social interaction and negotiated through turn-taking. The 
format of turns can organise talk as being of institutional nature and thus 
be recognised as a news interview, which are the objects of research in 
this project. As explained by Heritage and Greatbatch in 3.2, there are 
several rules to the practice of news interviewing. In order to recognise 
when these rule are broken in the TV interview objects, it is necessary to 
understand the rules and techniques of interviewing. 
  
Firstly, the IR creates an interview guide that is basically a script that 
could either contain a sequence of themes and topics to be covered, or 
worded questions prepared in detail. The IR normally sticks to this 
agenda, but should also remain open to the possibility of following up on 
specific statements made by the IE (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009: 124). In 
the research data there are several instances where Frost derails the 
course of the interview, which is to be elaborated in chapter 5.  
 
When going through the different themes of an interview, the IR 
occasionally, if given the opportunity, explains the context or clarifies the 
emotional tone. When the IR is sticking to the turn-taking privileges of 
being in control of the TV interview and challenges a statement made by 
the IE, this technique is a useful tool to get back to the planned interview 
themes (Heritage and Greatbatch, 1991: 98).  
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There can be a few issues when an IR attempts to obtain knowledge from 
an IE for the audience of a news interview broadcast. The IE should be 
motivated to share knowledge and be knowledgeable on the subject of 
discussion. S/he should stick to the topic and provide eloquent, concise 
and precise answers to the questions posed by the IR. Since Nixon has 
lived the topics discussed in the data, his knowledge is essential for his 
role as the IE. Whether Nixon follows these outlined rules will be 
discussed in chapter 6. Likewise, is the task of the IR to unearth 
knowledge from an IE and facilitate the accounts s/he provides. The 
quality of both the IR and IE is critical for the quality of the TV news 
interview.  
 
The IR should be prepared and knowledgeable about the topic, 
understand the terminology of the IE’s field of expertise and know the 
biography of the IE. The IR should assist the IE in unfolding the 
knowledge produced through IE turns during the TV interview. This 
again becomes relevant in the discussion between Frost and Nixon. Frost 
as the IR demonstrates significant knowledge about the American judicial 
system, and places himself in a position to challenge Nixon's claims and 
statements (Annex 3: L14-41). A professional IR also deliberately breaks 
the turn-taking rules and disregard the agenda for a few turns, for 
example to challenge the IE on a statement that does not serve as a 
sufficient response to a posed question. The IR should be able to make 
spontaneous decisions on which aspects of an IE answer to follow up on, 
which to comment on and so on. (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009: 165-
168).   
 
A problem that could arise when the IR interviews IEs who are experts of 
their fields or elites, e.g. Nixon, who in the interviews, makes it clear that 
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he, as opposed to Frost, is well educated. This will be elaborated later. 
Experts are usually in a powerful position and speak with authority on a 
subject, which limits the IR. Demonstrating preparedness during the 
conduct of a TV news interview shows that the IR appreciates the IE’s 
position as a source of knowledge, which could level the asymmetry 
between the IR and IE (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009: 147).  
 
The research data provides evidence of several accounts where the 
asymmetry of power shifts towards favouring either Frost or Nixon. 
Asymmetry of power between the IR and an elite IE is liable to be 
levelled if the interview is confrontational in nature, if the IE produces 
turns with confident responses, or if the IE is stimulated by intellectual 
challenges to beliefs or statements. The news interview can thus shift 
towards an egalitarian interaction where both participants “pose questions 
and answers with reciprocal criticism of what the other says” (Kvale and 
Brinkmann, 2009: 160). The notion of power asymmetry will especially 
become relevant throughout the analysis of the conversations.  
4  Project Methodology 
For this project we have two objects of research, namely the Frost/Nixon 
film and The Nixon Interviews. Here follows a description of how the 
data objects in this project were processed, and how they will be applied 
in the analysis. We decided to only use sections from the last part of the 
Frost/Nixon film as one of the comparative components, and then located 
the corresponding sections from the original interviews. The next step 
was to cut out each part of the original interview that corresponded to the 
seven scenes we cut out of the movie. This provided us with a minimum 
of two video clips per scene. Occasionally, a scene from the film, 
however, depicted two different sections of the original interviews. Our 
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supervisor held a workshop course in how to use the transcription 
software CLAN, which enabled us to immediately begin transcribing the 
video data. Using our own transcriptions, we began the analysis using CA 
infused with different theories. CA is applied to naturally occurring data, 
which is data not generated by researchers and does not depend on their 
involvement. Both our data pieces were created for the purpose of having 
an audience see it, unrelated to our project.  
  
By doing transcriptions of the video recorded interviews, we are 
translating from oral discourse to written discourse (Kvale & Brinkmann, 
2009: 178). We have done our transcriptions verbatim. Doing so creates a 
hybrid of discourses that is incoherent as “lived oral conversation” and, 
due to different markers, such as hesitation or hanging on syllables, 
makes very little sense as a written text (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009: 178). 
We chose this style of transcription in order to do CA, which requires 
such detailed conversation data (Ritzer, 2011: 396). We wanted to be able 
to look at not only what is verbally expressed, but also the personal 
characteristics of how it was expressed. Not only verbal expressions, but 
also embodiment is important for this project, as we are doing 
comparisons between the original interview and the one dramatised in the 
Frost/Nixon film. This is also the reason why we decided to do our own 
transcriptions instead of looking at a screenplay for the film.  
  
Doing transcription work involves engaging in an interpretive process of 
our data (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009: 178). To look at the data with 
absolute objectivity would be looking at the video data and let the content 
itself reveal the “collaboratively produced context” as per Heritage and 
Greatbatch. 
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This would mean to let the “institutionalised setting” be talked into being, 
as indicators of what is recognised as a news interview (Heritage, 1997: 
222). We realise that by knowing it is an interview in advance, we cannot 
leave our biases at the door before doing the interpretive process of 
transcribing The Nixon Interviews. One influence on our interpretations 
of the data where we might be unbiased is in our knowledge of Nixon and 
Frost. None of us were alive during the Nixon presidency, and we do not 
have an interest in doing an analysis with a pre-given outcome that 
favours one or the other in relation to our problem formulation and 
research questions.  
 
It could be argued that our data was processed before we even got our 
hands on it. We do not possess the original tapes of the interview, rather a 
DVD of video material, which has been edited and thereby interpreted, 
for the purpose of an audience to watch it. It is the same case with the 
movie. Producers, writers, directors etc. have been involved in adapting 
and thus interpreting these interviews, and since the stage play, into a 
film.  We can only seek to achieve objectivity through knowing our own 
implications in the interpretive processing of our data, which was 
available to us already interpreted in one way or another. 
We did attempt to circumvent a biased interpretation of the data. This was 
done by doing multiple transcriptions of every video scene by several 
members of the group. Then we met for data sessions on any given scene 
to compare our respective transcriptions. It was during these data session 
that we began the initial process of analysing the data, and also deciding 
how much we were going to stick to the terminology of the transcription 
software.  
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By utilising the hermeneutical tradition of interpretation we minimised 
the influence of our bias on the data (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009: 210). 
We have to realise that we can most likely never arrive at a one true 
meaning of our data. Following the hermeneutical circle, we first 
explored our data scene-by-scene, focusing only on what we saw and 
heard. Secondly, the data is considered as part of a whole by including 
background on the characters in the film, which have been interpreted 
and portrayed dramatically, as explained above. Looking at our 
transcriptions and the video data, we would often go back again once we 
grasped another element to a theory and discover something new and 
interesting. Our supervisor encouraged us to keep the data sessions as 
open forums where any observation could be important. We were not to 
pick in advance a specific scene that was to represent our case study, but 
rather see where the observations would lead, as Harvey Sacks suggests 
(Sacks, 1984: 27). We essentially attempted to do the seventh canon of 
the hermeneutical interpretation where every understanding is an 
understanding better (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009: 211).    
5  Exploring The Data 
In order to demonstrate how the movie Frost/Nixon deviates from the 
actual interviews, analyses of selected scenes from both objects have 
been conducted. A total of seventeen scenes have been transcribed and 
interpreted, however, only five have been analysed in this investigation. 
The remaining scenes will, however, provide this investigation with 
supporting evidence when relevant. All transcriptions can be found in the 
annexes. Movie and interview scenes used in this project can be found by 
following the link in Annex 1. A directory of the symbols used in the 
transcriptions, and the meaning of these, is to be found in Annex 2. All 
included scenes from The Nixon Interviews, have been chosen as they 
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correspond to the selected scenes from the movie. Several of the selected 
scenes from Frost/Nixon, however, draw parallels to more than one scene 
of the interviews and have consequently been compared to all of these. 
The selected scenes referred to as Object 1 and Object 2 have been 
chosen, as they provide data particularly relevant for our investigation of 
power relations. In order to interpret our observations relevant theories 
will be utilised. These will include theories on dramatic discourse by 
Herman and CA by Heritage and Greatbatch. The general practice of 
interviewing by Kvale and Brinkmann will furthermore be included when 
relevant for the TV news interview objects of research. 
5.1 Object 1 - “Obstruction of Justice” 
The interview parts in Object 1 are excerpts from the first session, 
Watergate, Nixon and the World, broadcast on May 4th 1977. The 
session dealt with the Nixon administration and Watergate. During the 
session Frost asks questions about the obstruction of justice Nixon 
authorised in regards to the break in at the headquarter of the Democratic 
National Committee planned and conducted by G. Gordon Liddy and E. 
Howard Hunt, among others, who were both members of the White 
House Special Investigation Unit. 
 
Interview Scenes 1 and 2, should in the final comparative analysis, be 
regarded as the combined equivalent to the movie clip. These interview 
scenes has been chosen on the basis of the chronology of the movie clip. 
5.1.1 Interview Scene 1 – Annex 3 
The Nixon Interviews – Watergate, Nixon and the World  
Time stamp: (0.14.34 – 0.16.23) 
This interview transcript deals specifically with Nixon’s reaction to 
Frost’s accusation, that Nixon knowingly withheld information, and thus, 
for however brief a period of time, successfully obstructed justice. Nixon 
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defends his actions based on his knowledge of the law and emphasises 
the details necessary for a situation to be considered obstruction of 
justice. Initially, Nixon assumes that Frost is not familiar with the statute, 
but when clarified that he is, Nixon instead specifies the importance 
of motives, when categorising his actions as obstruction of justice or not. 
Nixon stresses that in order for his actions to be obstruction of justice, his 
motive would have been corrupt and that it was not the case. Frost then 
points out that the official records show that Nixon actively sought to 
stop the investigation of the Watergate. Frost asks how that is not “a 
conspiracy to (…) obstruct justice”. 
 
Following this scene, Nixon gets a chance to respond to Frost’s question, 
and thus states that it was merely out of concern that the investigation 
would spread further than it needed to, although he admits to not turning 
over his knowledge of Liddy’s involvement at that point. This leads Frost 
to accuse Nixon of joining the conspiracy to cover up the scandal. 
5.1.2 Analysis of Interview Scene 1 – Annex 3 
As we find in all conversation data, this section shows the conversational 
turn-taking organised in sequences where the speaker consistently 
organises his talk according to the preceding talk. Until the very last part, 
the IR only makes with a few interrupting statements, which is however 
directly relevant to the matter at hand, and can therefore be seen as 
having the purpose of getting the IE to answer. Nixon is responding to 
what he believes is an accusing tone from Frost, and attempts to explain 
his actions. Frost, as the IR, is taking a non-aggressive approach. He only 
speaks when Nixon asks a rhetorical question to which an answer can 
strengthen his own authority in the conversation, when he wants to prove 
a point, or when Nixon finishes his explanation. When Frost does this, it 
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is as a consequence of Nixon’s talk (Heritage, 1997: 223,224). For 
example: 
 
10    *NIXON: you use the term obstruction of justice 
11      e:h you perhaps have not read the statute 
12      regard to respect eh uh eh 
13      obstruction of justices 
14    *FROST: ⌈well i have⌉ 
- Annex 3 
In line 11 of this example Nixon considers it a given that Frost has not 
read the statute, and thus does not formulate a question, but rather states 
his assumption as a fact. Frost is approached directly by Nixon, who 
addresses him “you”, while is pointing his finger at him. This enhances 
the effect of his discourse. Frost dismisses the statement in his response 
as seen in line 14, by saying “well i have”. The focus of the camera is not 
on Frost while he says this, so his facial expression is unknown. He does 
seem quite neutral and calm as his tone of voice is monotonous, and 
therefore the word does not come across as something of great 
significance. Nixon is dominating the conversation, initiating a 
rhetorically suggestive question, but is interrupted by Frost, who is taking 
control of the course of the interview, making Nixon reformulate his talk. 
The interruption by Frost is a little atypical of an IR, as he acts as if 
Nixon had asked a question. This could thus be seen as a break with the 
rules of an interview.  
 
By saying “you perhaps have not read the statute,” Nixon positions 
himself as someone with more insight than Frost and thus creates a 
perceived asymmetry in their knowledge on the subject. This asymmetry 
is levelled out, however, as Frost states “i have”. Nixon then continuously 
tries to re-establish the asymmetry, first by indicating that although Frost 
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may have read it, he has perhaps not quite understood it. This is seen in 
line 15-20: 
 
15    *NIXON: ⌊≈ obstruction⌋ 
16      well ah oh i'm sorry 
17      of course you probably have read it 
18      but possibly 
19    *PAUSE: (0.8) 
20    *NIXON: you might have missed it 
- Annex 3 
Using the word “probably” in line 18 indicates a slight suspicion whether 
it is true that Frost has actually read it. Further doubt on Frost’s reading 
and understanding of the statute is created by Nixon saying “but possibly 
you might have missed it” in line 20. Both words are brought even more 
in focus by Nixon stressing the three first letters of the words, the same is 
the case when he says “missed” in line 20. Nixon then goes on to explain 
why Frost might have missed it by positioning himself in the elite role of 
the expert, saying “because when i read it” in line 21. Stressing the “i” 
gives the impression that Nixon definitely read it and also understood it. 
Nixon continues by making a remark in line 22 that “many years ago” he 
read the statute and in line 26 explains, “the statute didn’t even exist 
then”. It supports the aspect of having gained more knowledge through 
age, experience and education.  This gives him a temporary advantage in 
the question of power relations. Nixon’s declaration in line 24 then tries 
to recreate the expert role with him saying “perhaps when i was studying 
l↗aw”. This remark reminds Frost and the audience, that he has studied 
law, which he again underlines by stressing the first part of the 
word “studying” and rising in intonation on the word “law”. As the 
‘obstruction of justice’ is a judicial matter, someone who has studied law 
would have a better understanding of it.  His last declaration before going 
to his actual point; that Frost does not know all the implications, is in line 
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30 that he “read it even in recent times”. This leaves the impression that 
he read it more than once and also recently, so it is fresh in memory. 
Furthermore, in line 32, he elongates the first word in “a:ll of the 
implications of it”. Thus he indicates, that it is a complex case, something 
too compound for Frost to grasp. The talk Nixon performs before his 
actual claim, serves the purpose of constructing the context in which his 
point is to be understood by the audience. As Nixon proceeds in his 
argument he reaches line 40-42 where he is formulating the implications 
of the statute: 
 
40    *NIXON: a judicial:⌈matter⌉  
41    *FROST:       well you a cor⌊rupt⌋ endeavour is enough  
42    *NIXON: a con co all right  
- Annex 3 
Here in line 41 Frost interrupts with a correction by defining the terms the 
statute actually uses. This could be perceived as undermining Nixon, who 
has just built up a trusted position, but is challenged by Frost’s ability to 
correct him. The interruption from Frost is a little atypical for the IR as he 
acts as if Nixon had asked a question. This again could thus be seen as a 
break with the rules of an interview. Throughout this section the IR only 
initiates a couple of interrupting statements. These are however in direct 
relevance to the matter at hand, and can therefore be seen as having the 
purpose of keeping the IE answering within the subject of the 
conversation. 
 
Nixon takes several breaks when speaking where Frost does not interrupt 
him, as evidential in line 32-37. This is typical for this institutional 
interview setting where the action of not interrupting serves as an 
encouragement for the IE to proceed. Nixon has quite a long, multi-unit 
turn (Heritage and Greatbatch, 1991: 101) where Frost does not interrupt 
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him. This is normal in interview interactions where the IE is in focus, 
whereas normal conversations would require the other participant to 
actively cooperate, through responding “yes”, “mmhm”, “go on” or such. 
 
Throughout the interview Nixon uses many interjection. This comes 
across as stuttering and stumbling over words, which implies insecurity in 
the argument he was initially trying to build, before getting the 
unexpected response from Frost. Furthermore, he is clearly choosing his 
words with care, buying time while making it seem as if he has an 
important final argument in this section. He does this by repeating the 
more significant words, such as “corrupt”, in line 48, 50 and 52, and 
“motive”, in line 49, 50, 52, and 55. As observed through a focus on his 
embodiment, Nixon holds up his hands, counting. He indicates that he 
has a list of points, thus retaining the turn. 
 
48    *NIXON: corrupt intent but it must be corrupt  
49      and that gets to the point of m:otive  
50      one must have a co corrupt m:otive  
51    *PAUSE: (0.8)  
52    *NIXON: now i did not ha:ve a corrupt motive  
53    *FROST: you you were  
54    *NIXON: my motive was pure political containment  
55      and political containment is not a corrupt motive  
56    *FROST: ⌈but⌉ 
- Annex 3 
Here Nixon is challenging the power asymmetry, which can otherwise be 
seen in the turn-taking pattern of interviews (Heritage and Greatbatch, 
1991: 98). He is leading the agenda for a few sentences in the 
conversation and therefore fails to preserve the expectations of the IE. In 
the end of this outtake, Nixon is making the remark that he “did not ha:ve 
a corrupt motive” in line 52. Just before, he explained in line 50 how one 
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must have a motive. This was the first full sentence, after several 
incoherent words and phrases. Nixon’s pronunciation of the 
word “have” in line 50 emphasises his statement. This could indicate that 
he has regained authority and is now able to present his substantial 
statement in line 54-55. Following this statement, Frost attempts to 
present a counterargument, starting his sentence in line 56 by addressing 
Nixon. He is also stuttering a bit here. Nixon takes this opportunity to 
interrupt Frost, and starts to support his own argument in line 57, now 
with a firm and secure voice. In line 56 Frost attempts to interrupt Nixon 
who barely listens and continues his argumentation. Nixon supports his 
claims by references to former President Truman. This is beneficial as 
another way of regaining authority. 
 
57    *NIXON: ⌊≈ if so⌋ for example we  
58      ↗president truman →would have been ⌈impeached⌉  
59    *FROST: ⌊yeah⌋ but the point is that the                              
60      point is that your  clea- motive can be helpful  
61      when intent is not clear  
62      your intent is absolutely clear  
63      it's stated again  
64      stop this investigation he:re period  
65     the forse:able inevitable consequence if you'd 
been succesful  
66      would have been that hunt and liddy  
67      would not have been brought to justice  
68      ↗how →can that not be  
69      a conspiracy to objuct obstruct justice 
- Annex 3 
In the final sentences in line 59-69, Frost again takes over. This is done 
through summarizing the conversation and again setting the course of the 
interview, as the IR. According to Heritage and Greatbatch this is quite 
typical for the IR to do and is what they term a “question delivery 
structure”. The IR presents some information or claims made with 
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prefatory statements before asking the question. (Heritage and 
Greatbatch, 1991: 99) The aim of this could be to sum up the case for the 
audience, for whom the interview is designed. It could, however, also 
serve the purpose of keeping Nixon on track. Either way, the statements 
help establish the context for the final question to be posed. 
 
Like Nixon, Frost builds an argument while introducing other persons in 
this case, namely “Hunt and Liddy” in line 66. These two took part in the 
Watergate scandal, and Frost thereby proves his detailed knowledge of 
the case. He is hereby clearly aiming for a confession from Nixon. Both 
participants are using different turn-taking patterns within this scene. In 
the risk of having their authority undermined, they both make remarks 
that can make them regain esteem and power, in the eyes of both the 
audience and the other participant.Mostly though, Frost maintains the 
identity of the IR and Nixon the one of the IE. 
5.1.3 Interview Scene 2 – Annex 4 
The Nixon Interviews – Watergate, Nixon and the World  
Time stamp: (0.13.21 – 0.14.01) 
This excerpt is situated before the interview section above and thus deals 
with many of the same issues. Just before the start of the excerpt, Frost 
poses the premise that Nixon was aware of Hunt and Liddy’s 
involvement in the break in, and that he tried to stop the investigation 
when five perpetrators had been arrested. To that accusation Nixon states 
that he only knew Liddy was on the committee of the intelligence service, 
but that he encouraged for Hunt’s involvement to be turned over to the 
FBI. In the excerpt Frost makes a statement of what he considers to be 
classifiable as obstruction of justice, and stresses that no matter the period 
of time, the cover up was successful, it was still obstruction of justice. He 
finishes his statement with a comparison to an attempted bank robbery. 
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Continuing beyond the excerpt is where the link between the two 
interview parts occurs. Frost disregards the amount of time it would need 
for the cover-up to be successful and stresses that it was still obstruction 
of justice. Nixon then responds by saying that he will make the case as it 
should have been made for the defence and goes on to define obstruction 
of justice. 
5.1.4 Analysis of Interview Scene 2 – Annex 4 
Throughout this section of data, the amount of repetitive words is worth 
noticing, starting in line 11 and 13. Frost uses repetition many times 
within this short period of talk. There are several examples of this in 
Frost’s multi-unit turn, which is presented in system by colour coding 
below:  
14    *FROST: ⌊yeah but obstru-⌋ but the point is that  
15     o- obstruction of justice is obstruction of 
justice  
16      if it's for a minute or five minutes  
17     much less for the period june twentythird to july 
the fifth↗·  
18      when i think was when he talked to walters  
19      and decided to go ahead  
20      the day before he spoke to you on july the sixth↗·  
21      it it it's obstruction of justice  
22      how- for however long a period isn't it  
23      and a:lso it's no defence to say  
24      that the plan fa:iled  
25      that the cia didn't go along with it  
26      refused to go along with it  
27      said it was trans:parent (.)  
28      i mean if i try and rob a bank and fail⇗  
29      that's no defence   
30      i still tried to rob a bank 
- Annex 4 
The repetition serves the purpose of proving his points explicitly while 
building up his argument. When something is repeated, it is recognised as 
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a word of significance. This is seen in line 25-26, when Frost says, 
“didn’t go along with it”, which in itself is stressed in his pronunciation 
of “along” in line 25. This is even further enhanced by the subsequent 
repetition in the next line: “refused to go along with it”. 
 
Nixon’s talk in line 11 and line 13 is very repetitive. By using the same 
formulation twice, it underlines his point. In line 11 Nixon drags the “i” 
in “right”, underlining that Pat should definitely proceed. In line 12, 
Nixon states “he has so testified”, proving that he is telling the truth by 
clarifying that Pat has testified to Nixon’s claim being truthful. Then in 
line 13 Nixon stresses “did” thus emphasising that Pat did go ahead.  
 
10    *NIXON: i said pat (0.5) 
11            you go r:ight ahead with your investigation (1.0) 
12            eh he has so testified 
13            and he did go ahead with ⌈the investigation⌉ 
- Annex 4 
In line 10, Nixon’s reference to “Pat” comes across as if it is a personal 
interaction. He narrates, “I said Pat”, rather than a more professional 
way e.g. “I informed Patrick”. This shapes the understanding of the 
interaction between Nixon and Pat as being equals.  
 
Nixon’s facial expression instantly appears very persistent, almost angry, 
after finishing his statement in line 12. This could be interpreted as being 
a closure of his statement. However, his eyes flickers right when he 
finishes talking, which could likely be interpreted as insecurity. It might, 
however, also be an attempt to interpret Frost’s reaction, as Nixon 
appears to be looking at him. In line 14, Frost starts talking even before 
Nixon has finished, thus overlapping Nixon’s last two words. 
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13         and he did go ahead with  ⌈the investigation⌉      
14    *FROST:                           ⌊yeah but obstru-⌋ but 
 the point is that  
- Annex 4 
By interrupting, Frost leaves what Heritage and Greatbatch calls, the IR’s 
‘neutralistic stance’; he leaves his role of asking questions and instead 
makes a disagreeing statement. (Heritage and Greatbatch, 1991:107, 
118)  Starting with the interjection “yeah” in line 14 could indicate that 
he is sceptical towards Nixon’s statement. Frost says “yeah but obstru-” 
and stops himself halfway through saying what is assumed to be 
“obstruction of justice”, to change his sentence to say “but the point is 
that”. Both times he starts with “but”, which is typically a conjunction 
used when one hears what the other part is saying, but disagrees or thinks 
something is left out. By saying “the point is” Frost indicates that Nixon 
defends himself out of context, and then goes on: 
 
15      o- obstruction of justice is obstruction of justice 
- Annex 4 
This means that there are no varying degrees to obstruction of justice. He 
hereafter underlines this point by repeating and stressing the term, 
continuing: 
16      if it's for a minute or five minutes 
17     much less for the period june twenty third to july 
the fifth↗· 
- Annex 4 
As Frost speaks in line 16 and 17, it is worth noticing the embodiment of 
his talk. He uses his hands to explain the periods, by showing first a small 
period when saying “minute”, then a larger period by expanding the 
space between his hands when saying “five minutes” , and an even larger 
space between his hands when saying “the period june twenty third to 
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july the fifth”. By doing this, he emphasises what he is saying verbally by 
showing it visually.  
       
 
By moving his hands while stressing, “minute” and “five minutes, these 
come across very explicitly. The amount of time, however short, does not 
change the action. The word “minutes” is repeated, which underlines that 
the crime is the same within either period. The two first time periods 
seem to build up for the time period actual at hand namely “the period 
june twenty third to july the fifth”. Showing the enlargement period could 
be interpreted as a way of stating how Nixon’s failure increased. In line 
21-22 he clearly states, what he has been building up to: 
 
21        it it it's obstruction of justice 
22        how- for however long a period isn't it 
- Annex 4 
He concludes with “isn’t it” in line 22, which is often used as a finishing 
remark to which the other party is expected to agree. In line 18-20, prior 
to this, Frost talks quickly with a monotonous voice and does not inhale 
before the end of line 20. This could indicate that what he is saying has to 
be said promptly, for him to move on to his actual claim. Frost hereby 
shapes the context of his claim, by summing up background information. 
 
18       when i think was when he talked to walters 
19       and decided to go ahead 
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20      the day before he spoke to you on july the 
sixth↗·  
- Annex 4 
Again it should be noted, that he as the IR is not being neutral, but 
actually quite subjective as he says, “when i think”. In the next part Frost 
goes on to say: 
 
23        and a:lso it's no defence to say 
24        that the plan fa:iled 
25        that the cia didn't go along with it 
26        refused to go along with it 
27        said it was trans:parent (.) 
28        i mean if i try and rob a bank and fail⇗ 
29        that's no defence  
30        i still tried to rob a bank 
- Annex 4 
Frost raises his eyebrows in line 25 when saying “along” and in line 28 
when saying “fail”. This is only done at this point in the section. It is 
therefore noteworthy as it makes the viewer particularly attentive to what 
he is saying at the point of his raising an eyebrow.  
 
Frost again breaks with the ‘neutralistic stance’, as he does not keep 
formal neutrality. Rather he makes remarks that seem antagonistic of 
Nixon’s statement, by comparing his actions to robbing a bank. By 
saying “if i robbed a bank”, in line 28, Frost puts emphasis on the “i”, 
which might suggest that they are equals in the eyes of the law. 
 
 
In the comparison, Frost also makes his example equal to Nixon’s 
actions, and as bank robbing is illegal he implicitly states that so is 
Nixon’s actions. 
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The notion of making Nixon’s actions equal to robbing a bank is 
underlined by using the same structure of speech. When referring to 
obstruction of justice, Frost in line 15 repeats the term, and thus 
emphasises that “obstruction of justice is obstruction of justice”. When 
giving the comparative example of robbing a bank, he repeats, “try and 
rob a bank” in line 28 and line 30, however, with an explanatory 
elaboration in between. By using the same structure, the two examples 
take the same shape, and are therefore more likely to be received 
similarly. 
5.1.5 Movie Scene – Annex 5 
Time stamp 1:32:10 – 1.33.24 Frost/Nixon 
This section of the movie is staged as the last interview session. In the 
movie it occurs shortly after a drunken late night phone call made by 
Nixon to Frost. In this phone call Nixon reminisce about the lost glory 
days that both he and Frost have experienced in each their own field, he 
gets agitated and blames the world for his downfall and the following 
treatment he has received. He then directs the conversation to the up-
coming last interview session dealing with the Watergate scandal. Nixon 
sets the mood of that session as a battle in which they can both regain 
some of the glory and prestige they have lost, to which Frost comments 
that there can only be one winner and Nixon answers that at the session 
he is going to be “focused and ready for battle”. This phone call prompts 
Frost to re-investigate the tapes of the case, which leads him to the clue 
revealed during the interview session. At the beginning of the last 
session, Frost is pictured waiting for a delayed Nixon. When Nixon 
finally arrives, he stoically passes Frost and the crew without a glance or 
a handshake. Right as the countdown for the filming commences, Frost 
unintentionally rattles Nixon by mentioning the phone call, which Nixon 
seemingly has no memory of. 
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The session starts by Frost posing a question wherein he asks Nixon if he 
in retrospect considers himself to have been part of a conspiracy or 
participating in obstruction of justice. Nixon responds with interest in 
Frost’s use of the term and assumes that he is unaware of its meaning, 
which Frost contradicts. Nixon then proceeds to create the premise that 
obstruction of justice “requires a specific corrupt motive”, which he 
states he did not have, he states that his motive was political containment. 
Frost reacts to this claim with the fact that the containment would have 
led to the escape of justice for two of the convicted burglars, and Nixon 
responds by reporting how he did tell the FBI to continue their 
investigation, thus facilitating it. Frost follows up by pointing out that 
Nixon had previously tried to contain the investigation, which Frost 
considers to be obstruction of justice, even though it was just for a short 
while. Frost finishes his argument by saying that “it is no defence to say 
that your plan failed, I mean, if I tried to rob a bank and failed, there’s no 
defence: I still tried to rob a bank”. Following the transcribed excerpt, the 
discussion continues with Nixon stressing that there is no evidence to 
Frost’s claims, upon which Frost presents an unpublished conversation 
between Charles Colson and Nixon, dug out of the National Archives in 
Washington. 
5.1.6 Analysis of Movie Scene – Annex 5 
The floor, as Herman defines it, in which this scene takes place, is at first 
at a ‘one-speaker-at-a-time’ level. According to Herman, this often 
signifies drama, as it eases the dissemination of the message from the 
scene to the audience (Herman 1998: 22). In this section, Nixon initiates 
by responding to an inquiry by Frost. As both participants are challenging 
each other, the dialogue appears conflictual. These challenges are 
constituted through both interruptions and managing of words. The 
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characters in this section are both portrayed as strong and confident, both 
fighting to maintain a superior status in the interview setting through 
rhetoric and instruments of dramatic discourse. 
10    *NIXON: and i'm interested (.) 
11            that you use the term (0.5) obstruction of justice 
12            now you perhaps have not read the statue (0.4) 
13            with regard to the: obstruction of justice 
14    *FROST: as it happens i have 
15    *PAUSE: (1.6) 
16    *NIXON: oh you have you say (1.1) 
17            well then eh you'll know 
18            ⇗it doesn't just require an act  
19      ↘ it requires (.) a specific corrupt: m:otive  
20      and in this case ha i didn't have a corrupt motive 
- Annex 5 
As seen in line 12, Nixon assumes that Frost lacks insight of the statute 
regarding obstruction of justice. Through suggesting minor ignorance of 
Frost, Nixon hereby appears to be constituting himself as authoritarian. 
He makes his claim eloquently, without hesitation. By stating his interest 
in Frost’s argumentation, Nixon is depicted as a more judicious character 
than Frost. The single word, which Nixon is stressing in this sentence, is 
“justice”. This can be a means of letting his character seem trustworthy 
and righteous. As he is about to elaborate, Frost interrupts. According to 
Vimala Herman, not leaving room for pauses can create an environment, 
in which the characters are both seeking dominance, to control the 
conversation ‘floor’. 
 
In the section above, the turn-taking dialogue is structured as multi-turn. 
Frost, the IR, is systemising the conversation. Nixon, the IE, is answering 
a question Frost posed in a previous part of the movie and further 
elaborates. Frost only interferes with comments that are leading Nixon 
down the course of the interview that Frost as IR dictates.  Nixon 
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chuckles when saying “in this case” in line 20, indicating a sense of 
superiority. In the question of Nixon being guilty or not, Frost 
commences a more aggressive, interrogating approach. 
23    *FROST: ≈ well be that as it may 
24            the direct consequences of your actions would have 
   been that 
25            two of the convicted bu:rglars 
26            would have escaped criminal prosecution: 
27            how can that not be a cover up or obstruction of                  
 ⌈justice⌉ 
28    *NIXON: ⌊well i think⌋ the record shows mister frost 
29            that fa:r from obstructing justice 
30            i was actably facilitating it 
- Annex 5 
In this section, Frost presents the case, informing Nixon and the audience 
on both facts and in which direction the interview is heading. Frost is 
now more aggressive in his interviewing approach, and by stressing 
words such as “consequences” and “your” in line 24 he is making it 
evident that his character is accusing Nixon, who now has a more serious 
facial expression. In line 25-26, he stresses and elongates words, in his 
description of the case. Again he leaves no doubt that Nixon ought to 
carry guilt. Thus he initiates a question, with an aggressive, accusative 
tone. Before he finishes his question entirely, Nixon interrupts him. The 
interruption signifies that the interview is now intensified. This seems to 
function as an instrumental act informing the audience of the 
development. In the movie he is still leaned back in the chair, remaining 
calm, with hand gestures that could be perceived as ‘correcting’, as he 
points both to Frost and to himself, while explaining his case. Still, Nixon 
is increasingly aggressive as well. He is referring to ‘the records’, which 
could be an aim of indicating a factual background in his argumentation. 
By saying “mister frost” in line 28, he is distancing himself from Frost. 
His remark comes off sarcastically, placing Frost in an inferior position. 
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In line 29 Nixon elongates the word “far”, indicating that Frost is 
incorrect in his accusation. This development is further enhanced in the 
following excerpt. 
36       ⌊well⌋ that may be but 
37      for two weeks prior to july sixth  
38      we now know that you were desperately trying  
39     to contain ⌈or block ⇗the investigation (.) nono 
no obstruction⌉  
40    *NIXON:            ⌊oh no hang on a minute there I only⌋  
41    *FROST: of justice is obstruction of justice  
42      whether it's for a minute (.) or fi:ve minutes  
43      and it's no defence to say that you plain failed  
44      i mean if i tried to ⇗rob a bank ↘and failed  
45      theres no defence: i still tried to rob the bank 
- Annex 5 
Again, Frost builds up arguments with factual substance. Frost influences 
the course of the interview substantially by adding specific dates and 
events into the dialogue. The suggestive remarks and multi-turn 
comments are no longer relevant and have become confrontational. 
Stressing words such as “desperately” in line 38 undermines Nixon’s 
character. To prevent this, Nixon again tries to interrupt with the phrase 
“hang on a minute there” in line 40, perhaps suggesting that Frost has 
taken it too far. This depicts a disturbance in the ‘floor’ setting, as the 
turn-allocation components are not followed. What Herman defines as the 
‘transition relevance place’, the point where turn-taking actually happens, 
is indistinct (Herman, 1998: 20). An overlap of the two characters’ talk 
occurs in line 39-40. Frost continues his talk despite the interruption, 
refusing to yield the floor to Nixon. Frost continues his argumentation by 
using repetitive effect, repeating several words, thus emphasising their 
significance. These are e.g. “obstruction of justice” in line 39 and 41, 
“failed” in line 43 and 44. He stresses “failed” the first time he says it. 
These words especially, make Nixon’s character seem unreliable. 
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Furthermore, by displaying an example using himself as the person in the 
wrong, Frost sets himself and Nixon up as equals. Frost is changing the 
structure of the interview in doing so. The IR/IE turn pattern is 
abandoned and Nixon is no longer depicted as a character capable of 
defending himself, which has developed throughout this excerpt. 
 
The general pattern in this entire section conflicts with the sequenced 
structure of the news interview. This interview section of the movie is 
dominated by interruptions and both characters initiate turns, which 
constitutes the impression of the two parties being competitors. The 
characters are still engaged in dialogue throughout this section, but are 
now trying to impose control over the course of the interview. They do so 
by interrupting each other with the aim of taking over the floor, which 
consequently conflicts with the single-floor structure of drama. 
5.1.7 Comparison of Interview Scenes 1 & 2 and Movie Scene 
A thing to notice in Object 1 is how the conversation develops faster and 
more dramatically in the movie than in the interviews. The single scene 
from the movie consists of two interview scenes. It is therefore more 
compressed and contains more material in less time. A few comparisons 
will be drawn to examine how these interview scenes are dramatised. 
 
A parallel between the movie and the interview is Nixon’s construction of 
his identity role. In Interview Scene 1 lines 10-52 he seeks to position 
himself firmly by creating an expert role in regards to obstruction of 
justice. This notion of positioning himself in a certain way has also been 
used in the movie to construct the context of a fight for dominance and 
authority. The character of Frost in the movie is very accusative of Nixon 
and seeks to undermine Nixon’s authority. He does so by his use of 
rhetoric, his managing of words and the way he directs the course of the 
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interview. In the interview, this action also occurs, however not as 
explicit. An example of this is when Frost states that he has read the 
federal statute of obstruction of justice. 
Parts of the conversation in the interview scenes are almost the same as 
the movie scenes. There are small differences in wording and expression 
that change the meaning of their talk. The response to Nixon’s statement 
about Frost not having read the obstruction of justice statute is an 
example that has been changed slightly and might be perceived 
differently. In Interview Scene 1, line 11 Frost says “well i have” in a 
neutral, monotonous way, which does not come across as something of 
great significance. In line 14 in the movie scene, however, Frost says “as 
it happens I have” and smiles while finishing the rebuttal. The choice to 
change the wording from “well” to “as it happens” changes the meaning. 
“Well” is fairly neutral, while “as it happens” indicates a stronger 
correction and as he simultaneously smiles it comes across more 
triumphantly. 
 
Frost has a very repetitive argumentation structure in the interviews. In 
Interview Scene 2, line 14-30, he emphasises several factual words that 
are beneficial in his argumentation, aiming to prove Nixon’s guilt. In 
order to set up the two as equals, Frost uses himself in a scenario that 
exemplifies obstructing justice. In the movie, Frost has a more accusatory 
approach.  
 
These following pictures show two depictions of Frost, the actual and the 
fictional. The first is from The Nixon Interviews. Frost has a tight fist and 
a serious facial expression during his talking in line 22-25. He does not 
look into Nixon’s eyes, but is determined to get his arguments through. In 
the second scene, from Frost/Nixon, Frost is more leaned back. 
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He is pointing towards Nixon, once again making sure that the negatively 
charged focus should be on the president, not himself. 
 
      
These observations supports the prior analysis of interviews and movie: 
 
Frost/Nixon:  
38    *FROST: we now know that you were desperately trying  
39            to contain ⌈or block ⇗the investigation (.)  
              nono no obstruction⌉  
40    *NIXON: ⌊oh no hang on a minute there I only⌋  
(...) 
43   *FROST: (...) and it's no defense to say that you 
 plain failed 
- Annex 5 
The Nixon Interviews: 
22   *FROST:  how- for however long a period isn't it  
23            and a:lso it's no defence to say  
24            that the plan fa:iled  
25            that the cia didn't go along with it  
(...) 
28             i mean if i try and rob a bank and fail⇗  
- Annex 4 
In the movie he stresses words that are often negatively charged, such 
as “desperately” and “failing”. Frost uses the pronoun “your” in line 24 
in connection with the negatively charged words to make it evident that 
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Nixon commited a criminal offense. This differs from the interview. Frost 
is pointing at Nixon while saying this, as seen in the picture, emphasising 
the personal nature of the accusation. Interruption is furthermore used in 
the movie, whereas in the interview, Frost has taken over the ‘floor’ 
entirely. Frost uses himself as an example in the interview to ease his 
accusations, connecting the negatively charged words to himself. In these 
two examples, it is clear that the dialogue of the movie was written 
through the approach of dramatic discourse. It needs to be evident for the 
audience to see the power relation being constituted between the two 
characters. Therefore it is critical that the managing and choice of words 
are different.  
5.1.8 Observations in Object 1 
In Interview Scenes 1 and 2, Frost and Nixon seem more vulnerable and 
not as eloquent as depicted in the movie. The original interview sessions 
are longer, and thus we are able to see more diversity in both 
personalities. To give an example, the movie Frost/Nixon depicts many 
interruptions between the characters, along with significant embodiment. 
In contrast, the dialogue in The Nixon Interviews is not as fast paced. The 
two participants are exposed, and even though one might be dominating 
the conversation, there is still a chance that the same participant comes 
across as hesitant or insecure. For the audience to understand the relation 
between the two characters in Frost/Nixon it has to be evident who is 
leading the course of the interview. In Object 1, the power relations 
between Frost and Nixon are depicted very differently in the interviews 
and the movie. It is therefore essential that some basic conversational 
structures had to be changed in order to make the power relations clearly 
visible.  
5.2 Object 2  - “What would you express?” 
The interview part of Object 2 is from the first session of the interviews, 
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Watergate, Nixon and the World, broadcast on May 4th 1977. The 
session was focused on the Watergate scandal and Nixon’s part in it. In 
this session Frost presents evidence that Nixon knew more than the public 
was aware of at the time. This leads to Frost’s request that Nixon admits 
to more than mistakes and apologises to the people. 
5.2.1 Interview Scene – Annex 6 
The Nixon Interviews – Watergate, Nixon and the World  
Time stamp: (0.56.20 - 0.57.52) 
Leading up to the transcript scene, Frost and Nixon discuss Nixon’s part 
in the protection of John Ehrlichman, Nixon’s Chief Domestic Advisor 
and H. R. Haldeman, the White House Chief of Staff. Nixon admits that 
he may have defended them too long and that he was wrong to do so. He 
states his motives as having personally known them and their families 
and felt they needed a chance to prove their innocence. In this scene, 
Frost requests more than recognition of faults or mistakes and asks if 
Nixon is willing to give an apology on three different accounts that Frost 
presents. The scene is followed by Nixon’s account of his memories in 
the time leading up to his resignation. He stresses that he did do some 
things well, which he will not have minimised or apologise for. Nixon 
does admit to making false statements in regards to his role in the 
scandal. He admits he got caught up in the situation and expresses his 
regret for it. It was his fault, but he will not be grovelling for forgiveness. 
Nixon states that he was responsible for his own downfall. 
5.2.2 Analysis of Interview Scene – Annex 6 
As discussed in the theory chapter, Heritage and Greatbatch outline the 
various rules that constitute an interaction as a news interview. The 
identity-role of the interviewer (IR) requires the IR to pose the questions 
and extract information from the interviewee (IE) for the benefit of the 
audience. In this scene there are several deviations from these 
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presupposed rules. They all occur at line 17: 
  
10    *FROST: would you:: (0.7) go further than mistakes: (0.8)  
11     that you have explained how you got caught up 
(0.7) in this thing  
12     you've ex you've explained your motives· (1.0) i 
don't want to 
13      quibble about any of that  
14      but just coming to the sheer ↘substance (2.1)  
15     would you go further than mistakes: the wo:rd 
(2.0) that seems n n 
16      not enough for people to understand  
17    *NIXON: well what word would you: express  
18    *PAUSE: (4.6)  
19    *FROST: my goodness that's a:: (1.1) 
- Annex 15 
Nixon asks for Frost’s opinion on the wording he would use in describing 
the mistakes of his presidency, which prompts Frost to depart the 
objective position of IR neutrality to assertions made by an IE.  Heritage 
and Greatbatch write that their study shows how the professionally 
trained news interviewers were the ones most likely to stick to the 
planned turn-taking and maintained a neutral stance to the IE (Heritage 
and Greatbatch, 1991: 118). David Frost was not an accomplished news 
interviewer, rather a talk show host on TV. It could be argued that it is 
because of his background that he follows Nixon’s suggestion to make 
his case for him, and breaks the turn-taking pattern. 
 
This interview is conducted towards the end of the series of interviews. In 
lines 11-14 Frost states that they have gone back and forth long enough. 
Nixon has made his arguments and Frost does not “want to quibble” 
about what has been said prior or argue about the severity of Nixon’s 
implications in the Watergate scandal. It is interesting to note that he 
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actually puts forth the question in the beginning, line 10. He could have 
stopped right there and let the turn finish for Nixon to take the next one. 
From the video it is clear that Nixon acknowledges that the question has 
been posed by opening his mouth to compose a response, but Frost goes 
on. Frost might be anticipating another feud about the wording of the 
allegations and interrupts his own question to stress that he wants to get 
to the “sheer substance”.  
 
15  would you go further than mistakes: the wo:rd 
(2.0) that seems n n 
16   not enough for people to understand 
- Annex 15 
Lines 15-16 are a repetition of the question, however not posed as a 
question. Instead Frost gives Nixon an incentive to answer the original 
question, by stating that people will not find “mistakes” fitting as an 
explanation for resigning the presidency. It is quite common for news 
interviewers to first provide a few facts or describe the context of a 
question before stating it (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009: 130), but Frost 
reverses the order of his turn. He asks his question first and then goes on 
to describe the context of it, and why he believes it has not been answered 
so far in the series of interviews. 
  
When Nixon gives Frost a chance to describe what Frost believes Nixon 
should express, he is dumbfounded by the opportunity to put words in 
former president’s mouth. Here Nixon deviates from his role as the IE, 
which consists of answering the questions. Frost pauses for almost five 
seconds before responding. In his response, which lasts for the remainder 
of the scene, he builds his case for what he thinks Nixon should say about 
the allegations of abusing the power of his office. By doing so, Frost 
projects onto Nixon the knowledge he himself was supposed to extract 
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for the benefit of the audience. Questions can thus be raised about the 
validity of the claims that Frost puts forth, since they do not come from 
the mouth of the alleged culprit.  
  
In this interview scene Frost uses quite passive language to describe what 
was previously discussed. The allegation against Nixon was criminal 
behaviour, however Frost treads lightly by referring to it as “mistakes” 
that Nixon was “caught up in”, finishing off by calling it a “thing” 
instead of a scandal. This could be seen as epistemological cautiousness, 
as labelled by Heritage, where the IR avoids taking a firm position and 
remains objectively neutral (Heritage, 1997: 238). Overall in this scene 
Frost phrases the allegations against Nixon in language that is not overly 
damaging, perhaps to keep Nixon from getting a chance to object and 
interrupt. 
 
20   i think that there are three things↘ since→ you 
asked me i would 
21  like to hear you say i think the american people 
would like to hear 
22      you say  
23     one is: (2.0) there was probably mo::re than:: 
(1.0) mistakes  
24     there was:· (1.7) wrongdoing whether it was a 
cri:me or not yes 
25      it may have been a crime too  
26     secondly: (2.0) i ↗did (2.4) →and i'm saying this 
without questioning 
27     the motives right i did abuse the power i had as 
president· (0.7) 
28     or: eh: not fulfill the totality· (0.9) of the 
oath of office that 
29      that's the second ↗thing  
30     and thirdly:· (1.6) i: put the american pew people 
through two 
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31      years of needless agony and i apologize for that  
32     (2.1) and i ↗say →that (0.3) you've ↗explained 
your motives →i think 
33      those are the categories  
34     and i know how difficult it is for anyone and most 
of all ⇘you but 
35     i think· (2.0) that people need to hear it and i 
think unless you 
36     ↗say it →you're gonna be haunted for the rest of 
your life  
- Annex 15 
Once Frost is encouraged to outline what Nixon should say in regards to 
the allegations, he reverts to some of the basic methods of a professional 
interviewer. Although he does not finish his turn with a question as is 
required from the IR, he builds his argument as if a question is to follow 
by building the situation (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009: 284). When he is 
setting the context for his three arguments, lines 23-31, he starts by 
saying “i think that there are three things (…) i would like to hear you 
say”. He once again deviates from his stance of neutrality, and is at this 
point completely indulged in pursuing the agenda that compelled him to 
conduct the interviews in the first place. He personally wants Nixon to 
answer for something that is “more than mistakes”. This notion could be 
argued by the fact that in this claim, he is putting himself ahead of the 
American people as to who deserves and needs the truth the most. He 
might as well have constructed his claim as “the American people need to 
know” and left himself out. 
  
He states that there are three points that Nixon should speak to. In the 
first one, line 23, Frost seems quite cautious about his claims, using 
passive terms like “probably”, and “more than mistakes”. Instead of 
“mistakes”, he could have stressed that Nixon was involved in criminal 
activity. He eases into calling Nixon’s actions criminal by labelling them 
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“wrong”. He quickly shifts the tempo of this last part of the sentence, as 
if to leave out the option of Nixon interrupting to object.  
26            secondly: (2.0) i ↗did (2.4) →and i'm saying this 
 without questioning 
27            the motives right i did abuse the power i had as 
 president· (0.7) 
28            or: eh: not fulfill the totality· (0.9) of the oath 
 of office that 
29            that's the second ↗thing  
- Annex 15 
Frost’s second claim in line 26 departs the cautious nature and moves into 
more dangerous territory. He speaks in a first person narrative on behalf 
of Nixon to suggest that, Nixon did abuse his presidential powers. 
However, Frost once again neglects the severity of the allegation in line 
28, where he stutters for a second before reverting to a rephrase, which is 
less serious, when he says: “or eh not fulfil the totality of the oath of 
office”. Frost begins his second claim by prefixing it “secondly” and 
finishes the claim by saying “that’s the second thing”. He might be 
repeating himself to buy some time in thinking up the third claim, or he 
might even be surprised that Nixon has not interrupted him so far. 
  
30            and thirdly:· (1.6) i: put the american pew people 
 through two 
31            years of needless agony and i apologize for that  
- Annex 15 
The third claim, line 30, is resolute in nature. Frost rounds off his 
questioning and essentially exposes the agenda of the interview. Once 
again Frost speaks in a first person narrative on behalf of Nixon, and his 
wording is more to the core of his accusations than seen previously. Frost 
brings his three points to a close and indeed the entire series of 
interviews. He believes Nixon put “the American people through two 
years of needless agony”. There are no words of probable nature of any 
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kind. Instead, negative adjectives to describe negative actions are used. 
Once Frost puts forth his final claim, still on behalf of Nixon, “and I 
apologize for that”, he looks accusingly at Nixon, seeking eye contact. 
Frost might be doing so to evaluate whether he should continue or 
surrender his turn and yield the floor to Nixon, who then gets to respond 
to this ‘non-question’ question. Most of the time during these three 
claims the camera is focused on Nixon, but for the latter half of the 
second claim and during the third, the camera switches to Frost, who does 
not look at Nixon while speaking. Not until the third claim does Frost 
look at Nixon, very resolute and collected. Immediately following the 
third claim Nixon’s embodiment appears very uncomfortable, suggesting 
surrender.  
  
 
Frost finishes the claims by stating “those are the categories”.  
 
34            and i know how difficult it is for anyone and most 
 of all ⇘you but 
35            i think· (2.0) that people need to hear it and i 
 think unless you 
36            ↗say it →you're gonna be haunted for the rest of 
 your life 
- Annex 15 
At this point little is left of Nixon’s status as the expert or elite, and the 
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power asymmetry between the participants in this interview has 
completely shifted towards favouring Frost. Having expressed his three 
claims, Frost still goes on unchallenged, continuing the manner of 
moving away from the turn-taking pattern. At the end of this scene, lines 
34-35, Frost appears almost friendly. He is perhaps observing that Nixon 
no longer objects to his allegations, and shows no interest in resuming the 
IE turns. Frost approaches Nixon the way you would a wounded animal 
by offering a sentiment of “I know how you feel”, to ease Nixon into 
replying to the question, rather than rejecting the premise all together.  In 
this scene Frost has elaborated on his original question from line 10, and 
he finishes the scene by framing all the elements of what he himself 
believes should be Nixon’s answer to the original question in line 10.  
5.2.3 Movie Scene – Annex 7  
Time stamp: (1.42.30 – 1.43.58) Frost/Nixon 
The movie scene transcribed for this object figures in the last interview 
session. It occurs in extension of the movie scene featured in object 1. 
The topic is the evidence Frost and his team have found in the 
unpublished records of a conversation between Nixon and Colson. The 
evidence proves that Nixon was aware of the break-ins, the implicated 
parties, and hush money being paid. When confronted with the 
incriminating quotes, Nixon defends himself by claiming that, he thought 
the money was for humanitarian purposes, to allow the defendants proper 
defences. When Frost refutes that claim, Nixon agitatedly recounts the 
enormous political pressure put on him in favour of letting them go. 
  
In relation to this, Nixon states that he believed that, if the President did 
something illegal, it meant that it was not illegal. At this point in the 
interview, Frost pushes for Nixon to apologise to the American people, 
but Jack Brennan, Nixon’s post-resignation Chief of Staff, interrupts the 
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session to give Nixon a chance to consider the consequences of his 
answer. When the session is resumed, Frost re-poses the question of 
whether Nixon is willing to admit to more than mistakes in regards to his 
role in the scandal. 
  
Nixon answers by asking what Frost would say that the people of 
America would be satisfied to hear. Frost responds by dropping his 
clipboard on the floor and listing the three points of his proposed 
apology, which he believes is what the people need Nixon to say. Nixon 
reacts by admitting that he was caught up in a five front war, that he did 
not fully live up to his responsibilities as President and that he was part of 
a cover up in the non-legal sense, which Frost has premised. He states 
that he will not grovel for forgiveness, and that he fell for his own 
mistakes. As a result, Nixon admits that he let down the people, the 
country, and the system of government. 
5.2.4 Analysis of Movie Scene – Annex 7 
As Frost initiates this scene, he shows awareness to the audience by 
summarising what has recently been discussed: 
 
12    *FROST: mr president we were ↗talking →about the period  
  march twentyfirst to 
13     april thirtieth and the mistakes you made and so on 
and i was 
14      wondering (2.1)· eh would you go further (1.0) 
than mistakes the 
15      word that seems not enough for people to 
understand  
16    *PAUSE: (3.3)  
17    *NIXON: well what word would (0.5) ↗you: →h express  
- Annex 16 
This way of commencing an interview is recognised by Kvale and 
Brinkmann as a journalist’s attempt to construct the setting of the 
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situation for the audience who might be watching (Kvale and Brinkmann, 
2009: 284). Frost thus reconstructs the settings of the interview as they 
were before Brennan interrupted. This example demonstrates how the 
dramatised interviews borrow certain techniques from actual journalism. 
This excerpt of the fictionalised interviews differs significantly from 
other parts, as Nixon in the next turn reverses the settings of an ordinary 
interview and poses a question to Frost. Nixon’s question is a response to 
Frost’s introductory question, which he encourages Frost to suggest a 
response to, as he appears uncomfortable with the question.  
Nixon appears uncomfortable with the situation and stutters in his 
response due to overt insecurity. This apparent discomfort is particularly 
mediated through his flickering eyes, stuttering and facial expression. 
This will be explored through a visualisation in the comparison section. 
However, regardless of the content, these leading turns contain no 
structural conflicts in relation to the ‘turn-allocation component’, as both 
participants send and receive their turn in accordance with the regulations 
(Herman, 1998: 20). The turn-taking here proceeds smoothly as no 
interruptions or overlaps are made, thus indicating that no conflicts have 
occurred. The following turn by Frost, however, proves as an example of 
distinguishing one’s position and intensifies the atmosphere through the 
use of instrumental acts: 
 
18    *PAUSE: (6.7)  
19    *FROST:  ehk· (1.5) my goodness  
20    *PAUSE: (5.7) 
            - Annex 16 
As a direct response to Nixon’s question, Frost accordingly responds “my 
goodness”. The transcriptions furthermore prove that, this response is 
surrounded by relatively long breaks of silence of approximately seven 
and six seconds, respectively. These so-called gaps are, according to 
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Herman, often used for conflictual purposes within drama (Herman, 
1995: 99). Frost thus seems to apply the gap as a challenge to Nixon. 
Lengthened gaps as these are furthermore described as a planned act from 
the initiator to cope with the threatening closure of talk (Herman, 1995: 
98). Gaps before speaking are thus commonly valued with various 
symbolic gestures. This theory follows the settings and occurrences of the 
gaps, as the interview has reached a critical stage for both participants, as 
described previously. These gaps therefore contain significant 
communicative value, as Frost, by the use of lengthened gaps, dramatises 
the interview into a conflict while preparing his own response.  
  
As Frost exclaims “my goodness”, he appears to be in disapprobation of 
Nixon’s response, but also astonished by the chance, he has been given. 
Frost’s lengthened silence can also be interpreted as a so-called ‘think-
before-you-speak gap’ (Herman, 1995: 97). This enables him to enact the 
following response more deliberately. Frost hereby affirms to the 
audience that something significant is coming up and thereby focuses the 
attention on his response. Gaps in dramatic discourse must be interpreted 
specifically in relation to other gaps in the same discursive situation, as 
these must differ significantly in order to have symbolic value. However, 
the lengths of 5.7 and 6.7 seconds are of such significant length that, 
specific value must have been put into these. Herman summarises about 
silence that it often occurs before potentially “explosive information” is 
given (Herman, 1995: 99). This seems likely to be the motive of the long 
gaps in this scene, as Frost subsequently suggests an apology from 
Nixon: 
 
19    *FROST: ehk· (1.5) my goodness  
20    *PAUSE: (5.7)  
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21    *FROST: alright 
22    *ACTION: (1.8) throws clipboard on the floor 
23    *FROST: since you've asked me· (0.9) i think there are  
  three 
24     things that people would like to hear you say  
25     (1.6) one (0.9) that there was probably more than 
  mistakes (1.1) 
26     there was wrongdoing (1.7) and yes it might have 
been a crime too  
27     (1.8) secondly that i: did abu:se the power i ↘ha:d 
as →president  
28     (1.8) and thirdly i: put the american people 
through two yea::rs of 
29      nee:dless agony (1.2) and i apologize for that 
⌈and i⌉ 
30    *NIXON: ⌊well i⌋  
31    *FROST: know how difficult it is  
32     (1.7) for anyone (1.6) especially you (1.3) but i 
think the people 
33      nee:d to hear it (1.2) a:nd i think that unless 
you ↗say it· (1.1) 
34      →you're going to be haunted for the r:est of your 
 life 
- Annex 16 
The transcription shows that this scene contains a rather dramatic action 
from Frost, who throws his clipboard down on the floor. A symbolic 
gesture that is possibly valued with various meanings. It seems plausible 
that Frost hereby exclaims that he is about to deviate from the interview 
guide he has otherwise prepared. Nixon does not respond to this act, but 
his eyes are depicted moving timidly around. When Frost subsequently 
initiates by claiming, “since you’ve asked me”, he excuses himself by 
pointing out that the forthcoming is a response to Nixon’s questions. 
Frost thereby indicates that Nixon himself has now taken the interview 
into an unplanned direction, which grants Frost with the option of 
suggesting his own thoughts, although this was not intended. 
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As seen in the transcription, Frost tends to extend the pronunciation of 
certain words such as “abuse”, “years” and “needless”. Put into the 
context they are drawn from, these words all create strong negativity 
around Nixon’s action. These words thus serve as reminder of the 
misconducts Nixon performed during his presidency, the consequences 
for the American people, and the extents of these. Frost hereby appears 
rather biased, as the IR of an ordinary interview would appear more 
neutral. This, however, also emphasises that the movie is not depicting an 
ordinary interview.  
  
The transcriptions furthermore prove that Nixon interrupts while Frost is 
speaking. This is seen as an attempt of taking over the floor, which is 
consistent with Herman’s terminology. Such an interruption conflicts 
with the conventions of turn-taking and should therefore be observed as 
an attempt to create conflict. However, as Frost continues speaking, 
Nixon is denied the floor. This is of great importance, since Frost thereby 
proves his dominance of the discourse, in accordance with the theories of 
Herman (Herman, 1995: 107). Such interruptions are thus of major 
interpretative value because they are likely to constitute the relations of 
power within the discourse. The rather vague content of Nixon’s 
interruption “well I…” is therefore of less importance than the actual 
interruption. This scene conclusively leaves an impression of Nixon 
under pressure by Frost’s offensive approach. The interview in this 
section is influenced by both participants’ eagerness to create conflicts 
through deviations from the conventions of turn-taking, as described by 
Herman.  
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5.2.5 Comparison of Interview Scene and Movie Scene 
As the two analyses prove, the screenplay of the movie deviates 
noticeably from the interviews it is based upon. One significant 
difference is Frost’s combative style of interviewing. It is observed how 
Frost opposed Nixon rather carefully suggesting an apology, while 
avoiding eye contact. The fictionalised Frost leans forward towards 
Nixon, maintains eye contact and suggests an apology full of negative 
terms. This is shown in the second picture below, which is taken during 
the compatible transcript in lines 25-26. The picture to the left shows 
Frost in the interviews, this is during his talk in line 30-31.  
 
  
 
In The Nixon Interviews, Frost’s caution is thus exemplified by his 
careful use of passive terms, whereas the portrayed Frost rather stresses 
negative words. As described earlier, the motives of both the actual and 
the portrayed Frost are seemingly clear. The actual Frost carefully 
approaches Nixon in order to avoid provoking or upsetting him, whereas 
the fictionalised Frost seeks the conflict and therefore aggressively 
debates him. Common for both scenes is that both the actual Frost and the 
portrayed Frost differ from the role of an ordinary interviewer, as they 
both fail to remain neutral. However, the subjectivity of the portrayed 
Frost is highly exaggerated compared to the actual Frost. The portrayal of 
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Frost’s subjectivity seems consequently visible is almost every scene of 
the interviews of Frost/Nixon as both participants are highly motivated in 
succeeding their aims.  
Frost/Nixon: 
18    *PAUSE:  (6.7)  
19    *FROST:  ehk· (1.5) my goodness  
20    *PAUSE: (5.7)  
21    *FROST:  alright 
22    *ACTION: (1.8) throws clipboard on the floor 
- Annex 16 
The Nixon Interviews: 
18    *PAUSE: (4.6) 
29    *FROST:  my goodness that's a:: (1.1) 
- Annex 15 
As observed in Frost/Nixon, the portrayed Frost demonstrates how 
lengthened silence functions as a communicative instrument. The gap 
proposed here diverges from The Nixon Interviews, where Frost’s pause 
is less controlled and rather a product of astonishment than of controlled 
communicative dominance. In The Nixon Interviews, Nixon is clearly 
about to interrupt Frost as he proposes the possible apology. However, he 
keeps himself from doing that. In Frost/Nixon on the other hand Nixon 
protests but is rejected by Frost who continues talking. 
  
This again exemplifies how the conventions of turn-taking are portraying 
conflictual situations between the protagonists. An even more obvious 
fictionalisation than these occurs when the portrayed Frost throws the 
clipboard on the floor. This dramatic act contains no parallels to the 
behaviour of the actual Frost in this particular scene. Nixon’s motives for 
letting Frost suggest an apology is of considerable interest as he acts very 
differently in the aftermath of these scenes. As summarised earlier, Nixon 
does not respond to Frost by apologising during the actual interviews. 
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Nixon’s sense of having done something illegal, worthy of an apology, is 
rather vague throughout the interviews and leaves the audience with 
statements open for different interpretations. 
  
The remainder of the scene shows a smiling Nixon, referring to his acts 
as questionable and worthy of regrets. He continues shortly after to 
mention the positive aspects of his presidency. This does not exactly 
resemble the conscientious reaction that Frost has been looking for. 
 
In Frost/Nixon, on the other hand, the fictional character of Nixon 
recognises his guilt and admits making mistakes as an immediate 
response. Frost/Nixon hereby depicts Nixon as a character who more or 
less admits defeat, in contrast to the Nixon of the actual interviews, who 
seemingly continues to challenge Frost. This also clarifies why Nixon is 
depicted so nervous as opposed to the actual interviews where Nixon 
calmly suggests that Frost expresses a possible apology, as seen in the 
screenshots below. The first picture corresponds to line 17 of the 
interview transcript, while the second picture corresponds to line 17 in 
the movie transcript: 
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5.2.6 Observations in Object 2 
The comparison of these scenes demonstrates substantial variations 
between The Nixon Interviews and Frost/Nixon. Through breaking the 
conventions of turn-taking, screenplay writer Peter Morgan, seemingly 
aims at creating conflicts between the two protagonists, who both take 
part in provoking these. This object in the movie is thus portrayed as a 
hostile fight of words between two combatants. Frost abandons the 
neutral stance of the IR and proceeds to blame Nixon. In the movie this is 
done quite differently than in the original interviews. Frost is furthermore 
depicted as having the upper hand in this object of the movie. These 
observations are characterised by Frost’s aggressive approach to Nixon in 
the movie, which differs significantly from his careful use of passive 
terms. They are furthermore depicted through the portrayal of Nixon’s 
obvious discomfort, which does not resemble the actual Nixon, who 
appears more considered and calm in this particular object. 
5.3 Findings Through Analysis of Object 1 and Object 2  
The depiction of power relations in Frost/Nixon is clearly visible as 
deviating from certain aspects of the interviews in both objects. The 
character of Frost is portrayed far more confrontational and 
straightforward in the movie than he appears in the interviews. This is 
particularly demonstrated in the comparisons of Object 2. The actual 
Frost’s appearance in the scenes of Object 1 draws more parallels to the 
depicted Frost, as he during these scenes confronts Nixon more directly. 
These scenes might thus serve as an inspiration for the general depiction 
of Frost. This reflects an earlier conclusion stating that the personalities 
of both protagonists appear more diverse in The Nixon Interviews than in 
the dramatisation, as the scenes are generally more concise. The actual 
Nixon appears more confident and prescient in his statements in The 
Nixon Interviews in comparison to his portrayed character, whose 
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emotions appear more inconsistent. In both Object 1 and Object 2 Nixon 
is thus portrayed as failing to overtake the turn from Frost through 
interruptions. As stated earlier this resembles lack of dominance, where 
the actual Nixon proves to be in control, further emphasised by his 
embodiment. This claim questions the objectivity of the portrayal, which 
will be further discussed. Conclusively, the atmosphere of the interviews 
in the movie deviates greatly from the actual interviews. The conflicts 
between Frost and Nixon are highly intensified in the dramatisation due 
to various instrumental acts of communication applied to both 
protagonists. 
6  Power Relations and Contextual Dramatisations  
The analysis of this project provides evidence of power struggles in both 
the original interviews and the movie. Analysing specific scenes utilising 
relevant theories presented in chapter 3 accomplished this. Observations 
in the analysis reveal evidence, which will be further discussed in order to 
answer our research questions. The analysis investigates how power 
relations are constituted in interaction in the case objects, how the data 
has been influenced going from interview to stage play to screenplay and 
how the movie differs from the original interviews. The analysis has also 
made it possible to discuss the means by which the dramatisation has 
portrayed the power relations; how and why the power relations vary 
from the original interviews to the movie adaption. 
 
Comparisons prove how the power struggle is constituted through the use 
of turn-taking as a framework for conversation. Within this framework, 
both protagonists perform manoeuvres related to rhetoric; the use of 
interjections, pauses, word repetition, and metaphors. Through the 
analysis it becomes apparent that the original and the adaption differ in 
 64
how these devices are used and by whom. This could be related to the 
interpretations of the material that has taken place through multiple steps. 
Another point that has been highlighted through the analysis is a 
difference in the pace of the interviews and the movie, which may be 
related to the condensation of the entire broadcast series into a 
Hollywood movie. In the following section, these findings will be 
elaborated. Their use, meanings and effects will be discussed in order to 
answer the research questions of this investigation and conclude on the 
problem formulation. 
6.1 Power Asymmetry 
Frost as the IR seeks to uncover knowledge about a subject of which 
Nixon is considered the best source of information. In The Nixon 
Interviews it is observed that Nixon often seeks to position himself in the 
role of the expert or establish his status as an elite. He does so in the 
section where they discuss the statute in regards to obstruction of justice. 
Here he first tries to raise doubt whether Frost has actual knowledge 
about the matter he is accusing him of. This attempt to cause an 
imbalance in power between Frost and Nixon serves as a tool to distort 
the pre-given authority in an interview setting that favours the IR. Nixon 
as the IE seeks to place himself in a position of power, where he controls 
the premise from which Frost's forthcoming arguments will originate. 
This can be seen as an attempt to place Frost as the IR in an inferior 
position of power. In doing so, Nixon conclusively attempts to render 
every forthcoming argument invalid. 
 
The same notion occurs elsewhere in The Nixon Interviews, for example 
in this section: 
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9     *FROST: choice and so on (0.4) now ↗reading as you've
 ⌈requested the thing in 
10            the whole context that is ⌉ →  
11    *NIXON: ⌊yes alright fi:ne let 
12            me let me just stop you ↗right →there⌋ right there  
13            you're doing something here which i am not doing 
 and i will not do 
14            throughout these broadcasts you have every right 
 to  
15            eh you are reading the:re eh ↗out of context  
16            →eh ↗out of →order because i: have read this ⌈and i 
 know it really 
17            better than you do⌉  
18    *FROST: ⌊i know i know i'm sure 
19         you⌋  
20    *NIXON: eh eh and i ↗should know it better because i was 
   →there 
- Annex 8 
Nixon interrupts Frost in the middle of his turn, to contest that Frost is 
using an interview guide to structure his line of arguments. The action of 
interruption will be explored further below. First the focus will be on 
Nixon’s talk in line 16-17. By saying “i know it really better than you 
do” Nixon is creating a power asymmetry by positioning himself as the 
expert of the subject under discussion. His way of saying this can be 
interpreted, as him being offended by Frost making claims about his life. 
Nixon ought to have the sole right to account for his past and the 
prerogative to uncover his own life. This is underlined by Nixon saying 
“and i ↗should know it better because i was →there” in line 20.  
 
The asymmetry Nixon tries to create in his own favour is, however, 
levelled when Frost states that he has read the statute. Nixon then changes 
his strategy, stressing that Frost uses a term that he might not understand 
as well as Nixon does. He does this by promoting his position of 
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knowledge, establishing his character as experienced, prepared and 
educated.  
6.2 Building An Argument 
Nixon positioning himself as an expert throughout the interview is 
depicted similarly in the movie Frost/Nixon. In the movie version 
however, when Frost contests that he indeed has read the statute it is 
acknowledged by Nixon, which is not as explicit in the interviews. The 
way the audience perceives the image of Nixon as a character that tries to 
establish a position of power is very similar in both the interview and 
movie. In both cases he immediately incorporates Frost’s response in his 
line of arguments. In the movie, however, Nixon’s reaction is a bit more 
nonchalant. Nixon replies to Frost’s statement of having read the statute 
with “then you know” (Annex 5: L17), as if to suggest that Frost then 
agrees that Nixon is correct. In The Nixon Interviews he is quite serious 
when stating he did not have a corrupt motive, whereas in Frost/Nixon, 
Nixon is laughing. The movie version of the Nixon character comes 
across as more amiable in a sense, but also as more arrogant, which could 
make the audience, distance themselves from him. 
 
In the interview, when Frost compares Nixon’s attempt in obstructing 
justice to a bank robbery, saying “i mean if i try and rob a bank” (Annex 
4: L28), the emphasis on “i” is interpreted in the analysis as making 
himself and Nixon equals. This can be perceived as if it does not matter 
whether you are the President or a commoner; a crime is a crime.  This is 
further underlined by comparing Nixon’s actions to that of a bank 
robbery, which is an act anybody would recognise as a criminal offense, 
and anyone would also view the person committing the crime as 
a criminal. By positioning Nixon as a common person, or even a criminal, 
Frost assumes the role of an obedient citizen judging a culprit. For the 
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audience this could mean that Nixon’s statements seem less reliable than 
Frost’s, constituting an imbalance in the relation of power between them, 
one which favours him. 
 
The way in which Frost uses ‘logos’ could be noted as rhetorical proof in 
his lines of arguments to accuse Nixon of wrongdoing.  
Major Premise: Obstruction of justice is illegal. 
Minor Premise: You tried to obstruct justice. 
Conclusion: In trying to obstruct justice, you did something illegal 
By structuring his logical argument as an enthymeme (Griffin, 2012: 291) 
and drawing parallels to an attempted bank robbery, Frost is trying to 
make sense of Nixon’s account. Talking about obstruction of justice and 
some statute somewhere only tangible to the enlightened few, might not 
resonate with the average viewer. Frost uses the bank robbery analogy to 
put something abstract into layman’s terms. Another way of grounding 
the case in common sense is by using facts when discussing the hush 
money, which Frost claims Nixon raised to cover up the scandal. Frost 
says: 
  
20         but in ↗february →your personal lawyer came to 
washington  
21         to start the raising of 
twohundredandnineteenthousand dollars of hushmoney 
22         to be paid to the burglers 
- Annex 10 
One might argue against an approximate sum, perhaps “more than 
$50.000” or “almost $300.000”, but when Frost gives an absolute 
number, $219.000 it is naturally responded to as correct by the audience. 
When opposing Nixon, Frost is representing the audience and on the 
peoples side. This is something he underlines himself both in The Nixon 
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Interviews and the movie, by saying “the american people would like to 
hear”. Here Frost is seen as positioning himself as representing the 
common person. He has the people’s interests at heart and he appears 
trustworthy to the audience and capable of assuming the role of public 
executioner. 
6.3 Interruption As Control  
Frost often neglects the predetermined rules associated with the 
interviewer by wanting to appear in a higher position of power. When he 
poses the question “would you go further than mistakes” (Annex 15: 
L10-16), he does so in a multi-unit turn that begins with a question and 
finishes with an elaboration of the question. Upholding the interview 
rules would have reversed this order. The phrasing could have been 
arranged, as "mistake is a word that seems not enough for people to 
understand, would you go further than that?” Nixon, who asks what Frost 
would say instead of mistakes, resumes the turn. If the interest was to 
keep in line with the rules, Frost should have responded with something 
like “these are your words, would you care to elaborate on them?” Such a 
turn might have induced Nixon to respond to the original question. 
 
Interrupting could indicate a misinterpretation of the other participant's 
turn having ended, or that the participant finds what he has to say too 
important to wait for his turn. It is a matter of participant interpretation to 
decide when it is necessary and allowed to interrupt. An example of this 
is the aforementioned line 14 (Annex 3) where Frost interrupts with “well 
i have”. Nixon also uses interruptions, e.g. in line 12 (Annex 8), when he 
interrupts with “...let me just stop you ↗right →there”.  Both are cases 
where the interrupter finds the speaker to be directly in the wrong, and 
thus recognises a need for correction. As mentioned, however, 
interruptions are also seen as actively taking a powerful position, as if the 
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interrupter makes a judgment by inferring his claims to be more 
important. It thus comes across as a position of power when one 
participant overrules the other, and thereby hijacks a turn of talk. This 
means that a participant's failed attempt to interrupt comes across as a 
failure. In the movie this is used as a tool for portraying Frost’s 
development. He moves from being an insecure interviewer who lets a 
dominating Nixon talk the whole time, to being an interviewer who is in 
charge of the interview agenda. An example that might question the 
motives in Frost’s agenda can be found in The Nixon Interviews: 
 
9    *FROST: choice and so on (0.4) now ↗reading as you've 
  ⌈requested the thing in 
10            the whole context that is ⌉ →  
11    *NIXON: ⌊yes alright fi:ne let 
12            me let me just stop you ↗right →there⌋ right there  
13            you're doing something here which i am not doing 
and i will not do 
14            throughout these broadcasts you have every right 
         to  
15            eh you are reading the:re eh ↗out of context  
16            →eh ↗out of →order because i: have read this ⌈and i 
  know it really 
17            better than you do⌉  
18    *FROST:   ⌊i  
  know i know i'm sure 
19            you⌋  
20    *NIXON: eh eh and i ↗should know it better because i was 
   →there  
21            and that's no reflection o' you you know it better 
         than anybody ↗else 
22            i know incidentally →and eh you're doing it very 
  well  
23            but i: am not going to sit here and read the thing 
         back to you i 
24            could have notes here  
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25            as you know i've participated on a:ll of these  
         broadcasts 
26            without a note in front of me  
- Annex 8 
Here, Nixon points out that Frost has prepared a script for how he wants 
the interview to proceed. Nixon objects by stating that he has come 
without a note in front of him, and points out the fact that they now are 
speaking in a predetermined context. It could be argued that Nixon 
essentially takes the position of an ethnomethodologist, who wants the 
knowledge of the interview to occur naturally. This echoes the sentiment 
in EM where you want the data to occur naturally and do not look for 
specific interests determined in advance. This raises the question whether 
Frost’s motives for interviewing Nixon lie solely in the journalistic 
interest of uncovering knowledge for the benefit of the audience, or to 
win an argument against Nixon. This noticeably occurs in several turns 
during The Nixon Interviews but even more so in the dramatised turns of 
Frost/Nixon, which will be discussed later.  
 
Comparing The Nixon Interviews with Frost/Nixon it has become evident 
that the movie characters are perceived differently than the real life 
persons. The portrayal of history is mediated through different 
interpretations and can thus result in various understandings on specific 
happenings, such as The Nixon Interviews.  
 
Fictional movies often need a certain degree of entertainment and the 
audience needs to be able to relate to the characters. Therefore, it is 
necessary to understand the development of the characters and the 
relations they make. Using Frost/Nixon as an example, the character of 
Frost undergoes a positive development both as interviewer and in his 
relation to Nixon. As Frost is the protagonist of the movie, as well as the 
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character, followed by the audience throughout the course of the plot, the 
audience is lead to sympathise with him.  
 
As mentioned before, the movie is established similarly to a fight 
between two opposing parties. It is therefore important to enable relations 
to the personalities of the two opposing characters. In the process of 
adapting the interviews into film, decisions of what to include and what 
to leave out have to be made, as well as changes in chronology, the 
managing of words and performance of interaction. This all leads to 
perceiving Frost differently. This means that the audience gets a different 
understanding of the person David Frost, and thus of the historical event, 
as opposed to only having watched The Nixon Interviews.  
6.4 Use of Dramatic License  
Having investigated and explained the screenplay’s deviations from the 
historical and evidential accounts leaves the questions of why these 
events have been portrayed so. There will surely exist motives for every 
deviation and parallel between The Nixon Interviews and Frost/Nixon. 
As the writer of the screenplay, Peter Morgan will in this discussion be 
considered the main architect of the portrayal, disregarding other possibly 
contributing authors. As proved in the investigation, certain events have 
been adapted verbatim or highly exaggerated in order to create a certain 
characterisation. In spite of significant deviations, the movie bases its 
screenplay on actual events. The deviations, however, can be explained 
through the use of dramatic license.  
 
Dramatic license is a term that allows artistic deviations from a general 
perception of a commonly known topic or pre-existing text. As in the 
case of Frost/Nixon, it is often used to create an understanding of the 
concerned topic for the audience. Depicting reality with deviations often 
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causes controversy when it conflicts with other interpretations. These 
controversies are often rooted in the portrayal of an authentic character.  
 
In History by Hollywood: the use and abuse of the American past, Robert 
Brent Toplin investigates the use of dramatic license, which he refers to 
as ‘artistic license’. He claims that historical films help shape the thinking 
of millions of people and that historical knowledge is often founded in 
these films (Toplin, 1996: VII). Authenticity is therefore of major 
relevance when movies claim to be based on actual events. As 
Frost/Nixon portrays both major political events along with thorough 
characterisation of recently living persons, external critique will 
unavoidably be given.  These critiques have varied from different focal 
points and as presented in this investigation, certain of Frost’s specific 
remarks concerning the screenplay’s authenticity have been outlined. In 
spite of these exclaims Frost may possibly have influenced the writing of 
the script directly or indirectly. Frost was thus the lawful owner of the 
producing rights, which he claims to have transferred to Morgan and his 
producer Matthew Byam-Shaw entirely, along with full editorial 
permission (Zelnick and Frost, 2007: 3). As stated earlier, certain 
observations in the dramatisation indicate favouring the character of 
Frost. In Frost/Nixon – Behind the Scenes of the Nixon Interviews, Frost 
furthermore describes his participation in several events surrounding the 
stage play, which at the time had not been adapted into a movie. Nixon 
obviously had no influence on the screenplay, as he had been dead for 
almost a decade when the writing began.  
 
However, one can only speculate to which sources influenced Morgan 
when writing the screenplay. According to Toplin, an assessment of 
Hollywood as a historical source is a necessity in order to understand the 
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dramatic settings, but also to relate critically towards historical accounts 
(Toplin, 1996: 2-3). Toplin hereby acknowledges dramatic effects as also 
containing underlying messages that improve the understanding of 
events. He claims that these are often the result of lack of historical 
evidence, but also adds that these are occasionally misused merely for 
entertainment purposes. Accordingly, the creation of film is indisputably 
motivated by the need for expressing thoughts and feelings, but more 
importantly: by money (Toplin, 1996: IX-1). Regarding the screenplay of 
Frost/Nixon, lack of evidence can hardly be used as an excuse for 
including fictional events. Morgan has thus been provided with both film 
footage in the form of The Nixon Interviews, along with numerous 
reports, accounts and photographic material. One factor that requires the 
use of dramatic license is limitation of time.   
 
As historical films rarely have the scope to present events in real time, 
certain acts must be scaled or compressed. This leaves events to be 
depicted in ways that might not resemble the actual events they are based 
on. This clarifies certain scenes of the depicted interview that draw 
parallels to various scenes of the original interview. Certain situations 
might also be invented in order to explain general behaviour, in spite of 
not depicting a specific authentic event. This could explain Morgan’s 
implementation of Nixon’s late night phone call, which he explains 
through historical accounts of Nixon having actually conducted such late 
phone calls, as stated earlier. Having explained critiques and usage of 
dramatic license still leaves the question of where the line between 
historical accounts through films and fictional entertainment should be 
placed. However, as movies are not defined as historical accounts in spite 
of being perceived so, such restrictions cannot be made, as the term 
dramatic license would be entirely devaluated. Responsibility therefore 
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lies with the artists, who ought to be limited by their own ethics. The 
audience also has a responsibility to scrutinise works that claim to portray 
history, especially those that seek to entertain. 
  
When explaining the differences, it is furthermore important to consider 
the editorial development that the original interviews have been through. 
As mentioned earlier, The Nixon Interviews were recorded over several 
days, ending with footages lasting more than 28 hours. These finally 
ended up as four interview broadcasts, each 90 minutes long, intended for 
commercial TV networks. Thus, choices had to be made on what to 
include in the final version. The video footage therefore went through a 
vast amount of editing, which allowed the editor significant influence on 
what is mediated to the viewers. Not only in the choice of what scenes 
should be left out, but also in the cinematography. As seen in the 
analysis, this can have significant influence, since observing the reaction 
of the participants in different compositions can cause the audience to 
draw different conclusions. This interpretive value should also be 
considered when looking further in the development in the depiction of 
The Nixon Interviews.  
 
The stage play by Peter Morgan was based on The Nixon Interviews and 
on the transcriptions thereof. Additional interpretation was made, which 
was also the case when the adapted screenplay of Frost/Nixon was 
written. However, this was based on the stage play and had thus been 
through several stages of alterations and interpretation already. In 
postproduction further editing was made, which again affected the 
depiction of the story, in order for it to be mediated to the audience. 
Another aspect to consider is the dramatic build-up in the movie. For the 
drama to unfold, setting the scene and characters have to be established. 
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The audience will thus be able to relate to the story and the development 
of the relationship between characters. In Frost/Nixon this again affects 
the depiction of the characters. The before mentioned phone call is an 
example of this. Peter Morgan’s intent is to mediate a portrayal of Nixon 
that is coherent to his interpretation and chosen angle of the story. 
Morgan himself states, "Truth is an illusory notion. For Frost/Nixon, 
everyone I spoke to told the story their way. Even people in the room tell 
different versions. There's no one truth about what happened in those 
interviews, so I feel very relaxed about bringing my imagination to the 
piece. God knows everyone else has" (Mclean, 2006: 22). Thus, it can be 
argued to which degree the movie Frost/Nixon gives a truthful depiction 
of the original interviews and to what extent the use of dramatic license 
has become a dominating factor.   
6.5 Legacy and Editorial Processes 
Conducting the transcriptions of the selected scenes was done through a 
selective approach, which involved specific focal points. As with the 
stages of interpretation this must be considered. Frost/Nixon and The 
Nixon Interviews both depicted David Frost and Richard Nixon, as 
approaching the interviews with different intent. Frost aimed for the 
apology from Nixon, whereas Nixon sought to reestablish his image in 
the public. Whatever intent, the interviews seemingly proved successful 
for both participants. 
 
An important question that should be considered is, however, to what 
extent Nixon had prepared his apology. The apology was a momentous 
part of both the original interviews and movie and concerns about the 
validity of remorse can change the perception of the interview entirely. 
This investigation has considered the data to be a news interview, 
however this may not have been justified as the editing of the interview 
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may have constituted dramatic effects. This concern seems even more 
considerable when reflecting over the numerous months and weeks Nixon 
had in preparation for these interviews. An important fact to note is that 
both participants and their teams decided to prolong the interview 
sessions by an extra day, since none of them were contend with the 
material to this point (Zelnick & Frost, 2007: 281-285). This indicates 
that both parts shared an interest in providing the audience with 
noticeable material, for the advancement of both parties. What is also 
important to note, is that Frost was the editor of The Nixon Interviews, 
allowing him to modify the structure to fit his own motives. 
 
The Nixon Interviews have subsequently been transcribed and later 
developed into a stage play. This stage play has then been developed into 
a movie, which has provided scenes for this investigation. Generally the 
data of this investigation have been through numerous processes of edits, 
which must be considered in order to explain deviations between The 
Nixon Interviews and Frost/Nixon. These examples therefore make it 
evident, that interpretations have been made from square one, which has 
inevitably influenced the contemporary perception of the interviews. 
7  Conclusion 
Frost/Nixon successfully depicts a battlefield between two combatants 
who participate in a duel of words. Charming British journalist David 
Frost opposes the bitter former president of United States, Richard Nixon, 
and successfully claims apologies and regret on behalf of the American 
people. The movie is based on the actual events that surrounded The 
Nixon Interviews. The portrayals of the interviews are, however, 
dramatically constituted as a clash between the two protagonists rather 
than participation beneficial for both, as The Nixon Interviews in certain 
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ways were. The protagonists are furthermore portrayed as two opponents 
both determined to gain recognition through the interviews in spite of 
different means and motives. The portrayal particularly focuses on 
constituting palpable power relations between the two. This is done in 
order to exaggerate the conflicts occurring between them during the 
interviews provoked by both characters. 
 
The constant attempts at purposefully shifting the balance in power are 
seen in both works, where both of them commit acts to circumvent the 
rules of interviewing. Interrupting the other participant in his turn of talk 
is the most common offence. These power inducing deviations from the 
presupposed rules of the interview settings portrayed in the movie clearly 
tend to favour the Frost character, who thereby appears the hero. On the 
contrary, the portrayal of the Nixon character as a fragile, degraded man 
corrupted by financial greed in the movie clearly suggests a staging of the 
interviews as hero versus villain. Such portrayal raises questions over the 
objectivity of the movie, which entices the audience to pick sides. Frost 
sees it as his mission to reveal the Nixon that is well aware of criminal 
activity, and he does so for the sake of the American people. The 
constituted power relations are often the result of Frost’s frequent rule 
breaking, which raises questions to the motivation of conducting the 
interviews, and the integrity of Frost as an interviewer. In The Nixon 
Interviews he appears to be an interviewer whereas in Frost/Nixon, he is 
portrayed as a man charged with being public executioner. 
8  Project Critique 
In any investigation concerning historical events, a critical view on the 
implemented historical sources is of major importance. To gain an inside 
understanding of the case, we found relevant accounts in the book 
 78
Frost/Nixon - Behind the scenes of The Nixon Interviews, written by 
David Frost himself. One of our main sources is thus considerably biased 
in relation to our investigation, which is important to note. This means 
that our conclusion may have been affected by Frost’s interpretation of 
the information revolving the interviews. An implementation of such a 
critique in the project proved irrelevant, however, as the focus of the 
investigation revolves around interpretations of discourse rather than 
history. Another literary source has been Vimala Herman’s Dramatic 
Discourse: Dialogue and Interaction in Plays. This author’s work has 
been a key influence in our understanding of the use of dramatic 
discourse when analysing the movie Frost/Nixon. However, Herman 
seemingly proved to be the only relevant source on this specific topic. 
This limits the analysis, as only one source of theories is available for 
specific data. Furthermore, Herman describes the dramatic discourse of 
stage plays and constructs her analyses through these. Her structure of 
analysis was not made for either fictional film or in natural occurring 
dialogue, which this project investigates. It was, however, still 
implemented since dramatic discourse, as a branch of CA, was of 
significant relevance.  
 
In order to take the investigation further, it would be of interest to 
consider specific sections of film theory. This would enable us to 
examine e.g. the cinematography, as we see it as a vital part of the 
storytelling in the film. This could also be applied to the original 
interviews, as the editorial work had an influence on how audiences 
perceived the movie. 
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